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LETTER L 
Rev. and Dear Sir — 

4 

Your desire to be fumbbed with a full history of the ecclesiastical dis* 
sentions in North- Yarmouth is very natural ; for in that controversy the 
fundamental principles of discipline and fellowship have been involved, 
and the proper jurisdiction of councib has been frequently made a ques- 
tion of most serious moment. Yoa could not fail to hear some report 
of the matter, in the interior of Massachusetts ; for the breach has been 
great in North- Yarmouth a|id its vicinity, a large proportion of the min- 
isters and churches in the state have been called to take some part in the 
discussions, and inquiry has been excited extensively in New-England. 
Yet you will not be surprised to learn, that the information you have re- 
' ceived is, on some points, materially incorrect ; for no documents have 
been published, except the result of one council. 

I have preferred the press to a private letter, in furnishing the informa- 
tion you desire ; because I suppose you are but one of a thousand, who 
might be gratified in receiving it. A large number of my brethren also 
believe, that truth and equity require the publication of an impartial 
statement of facts ; and that a candid discus9ion of some leading prin- 
ciples, which are involved in the case, may be useful to the churches at 
large, and possibly prevent the occurrence of similar contentions. It 
cannot be concealed, that the discipline of our churches is inefficient ; 
that the grounds of fellowship between different churches are but little 
understood ; and that the influence of councils, in settling contested 
points and restoring peace, is extremely small. This subject requires 
discussion ; and ^ publication of this history supplies an occasion for the 
discussion, as faras can be expected or desired. 

I have regrened the delay, which the collection of the documents and 
other circumstances, have rendered necessary. That delay, however, 
may not be unfavorable to the cause of truth and peace. The dissen- 



tions have now ceased^ I trust forever. The proceedings can now be 
reviewed with calmness, and published as matters of history. The wri- 
ter can be more cool and impartial ; and the parties concerned can read 
and ponder, without those feelings which always attend a matter in prog- 
ress. I would not even take the first months succeeding the restoration 
of harmony, for this service. I could not immediately be assured how 
well the terms of reconciliation were understood, or how cordially they 
were embraced. At the present time, however, there is little danger 
of reviving past animosities. The parties now form distinct churches, 
in fellowship with each other, and with all the churches in the vicinity. 
To prevent misapprehension I here would state explicitly, that no wish 
is entertained to disturb the present standing of those, who seeeded from 
the first church. These letters will freely discuss the proceedings, which 
have resulted in their separate establishment ; they will contain a pro- 
test against some principles inculcated even by the last advisers in the 
case ; but they will acknowledge the regular standing of both the churches. 
My only object, therefore, in stating objections to any principles, will be 
to prevent their becoming precedents to other churches and councils. 

You will learn from the fisUowing discussion, and I have no 
wish to hide the fact in this introductory letter, that my opinions have 
been principally in favor of the original church. If I could look for a 
narrator, who has been neutral and unconnected with the dispute, I 
would gladly yield ray pen to him. But there is scarcely a person a- 
mong us, well acquainted with the facts of the case, who has not had oc- 
casion to express an opinion. However, I can have no inducement to 
misrepresent facts ; for my assertions could be immediately refuted. I 
intend to make a statement, in the correctness of which both parties will 
acquiesce* I have all the important documents before me. If they 
were published entire, they would form a volume. I must therefore be 
content with quoting the most material parts. Facts will furnish you 
with data, from which yon and others will draw your own conclusions. 
The opinions and arguments are my own. I only ask that they be can- 
didly examined. If they are unsound, your wisdom will reject 
them. No other person is responsible for them, though I am aware that 
I advance in substance the opinions of a large proportion of ministers 
and christians in this region. 

1 shall first lay before you an account of the principal transactions, in 
chronological order^ illustrated, where necessary, by extracts from offi 
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cial documents. I shall then produce my arguments on the leading 
principles involved ; and quote, in connexion with them, the argumenU 
which I iind in the docoments. 

I wish to write nnder a solemn impression of. the fact, that this review 
of the past will be itself reviewed, with all the transactions of that unhap- 
py period, at a tribunal from which there is no appeal ; where no false j 
test will be applied ; where sophistry will be unmasked, and the coun- J 
sels of all hearts be revealed. I pray that all who have been implicated 
in these lamentable dissensions may also keep the last dread day in view, 

while they read, examine, and apply. 

Your friend and brother. 

LETTER II. 

Namlativb of Facts. 
Rev. and Dear Sir — 

The town of North-Yarmouth is situate upon the sea-coast. The 
meeting house, which had served the first parish for two or three genera- 
tions, stands but a little dis^nce from the shore ; therefore it is not in the 
territorial centre of ^ parish, which extends back several mSes into the 
country. The great eastern road formerly passed by this meeting-house ; 
but was straitened several years ago, and now leaves it a considerable 
distance on the south east. A village has arisen near the faHs in RoyaFs 
river, at the junction of the road, on which the old meeting-house stands, 
with seiveral other roads. This village is less than a mile and a half dis- 
tant from the old meetti^-thouse, and contains an academy. 

The proposal for ^ec^g a new meeting house, in a more central 
place, had been frequently dbcussed among the members of the society, 
for many years. Various causes, however, had induced them to delay. 

Dec, 15, 1817* The parish, in legal meeting, voted, 46 to 42, that 
^^ it is expedient to remove the place of puUic worship ;'' with the un- 
d^standing that a new house should be built, not at the expense of the 
parish, but of voluntary proprietors. A committee of seven was appoint- 
ed to consider and report at the adjournment, ^^ what farther measures 
may be necessary to carry their intention into effect.'^ 

Jan. 5, IS 18. At the adjournment, a protest against the removal was 
presented, signed by 46 personss. It was read, and voted to be entered 
on the records. 
.At the same meeting, the committee of seven made their report, sum- 
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mtng up and balancing the reasons^which had been assigned both for 
and against the removal. They recommended as a site a lot near the 
academy ; and proposed that, if individuals would erect a house on that 
spot, the same should, when finished, be accepted and improved as a 
house of public worship for the parish. Their report was accepted, 59 
to 43. 

In March, 1818, a conference of individuals, proposed by two of the 
minority, was held, to devise measures for the restoration of harmony. 
There were 7 of the majority present, and 5 of the minority. The for- 
mer proposed to refer the question respecting the house to 3, 5, or 7 
ministers, to be chosen by the aggrieved ; engaging, as individuals, to 
consent to a delay of one, 2, or 3 years ip building, if the referees should 
so advise. The aggrieved brethren replied, they would not submit the 
case to any men, and be hound by their opinion. An offer was then 
made, that they should select other good, judicious men, and at least 
take their advice. This offer, after nine days' consideration, they also 
rejected. At the same conference, they were asked whether, if the par- 
ish should delay building for one, 2, or 3 years, it would have any in- 
fluence on their minds. They replied, they did not know that it would. 

A new house was erected the ensuing summer, and was dedicated 
Oct. 13, 1818, till which time worship was continued in the old house. 
Previously to the dedication, the parish voted, 51 to 28, '^ to accept of 
the new meeting house as their place of public worship." The church 
also voted, to remove with the parish from the old to the new house. 
The proprietors of the new house proposed to allow tweaty dollars 
each on pews in the old house, owned by persons who rcsided nearer 
to that house, and who might wish to exchange for pews in the new, 
adding the amount so allowed to the expense of the new house. 

The proposal was not accepted ; and a minority of both the parish and 
church refused to attend worship with the majority. They convened in 
the old house on sabbath days, separately from their brethren ; and 
measures were taken, in which some members of the church concurred, 
to prepare a petition to the legislature for a new parish. The seceding 
brethren also requested to be dismissed, that they might form a new 
church ; but the request was not granted. At this stage of the business^ 
the parties agreed on a reference to a mutual council. 

Nov. 4 and 5, 1818, a council met, which was composed of the fol- 



lowing members.' U%^.e^ . ^^/{/c /V /^ 
Rev. Gardiner Kellogg, Win^Omm. 
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Rev. Eliphalet Gillet, HcdknoeU^DesL. James Gow, Delegate. 

Rev. Daniel Weston, Grayy Dea. John Humphreys, Delegate. 

Rev. Asa Rand^ GorhoMy Rev. Reuben Nason^ Br. David Harding^ 
Jr. Delegate. 

Rev. Benjamin Tappan, Augusta. 

Dr. Appleton was Moderator ; Rev. Mr. Giilet, Scribe. 

This council were to review all the proceedings in reference to tho 
disagreement, and give advice. They heard the parlies in evidence, 
and by able counsel ; and, after mature and anxious deliberation, re- 
sulted as follows : 

. ** The council have first oensidered, whether the ag^g^rieved members of the 
church have just ground of complaiDt, ia regard to the rerao?al of the place 
of public warship ? This question they hare unanimowly determined in the 
negative." 

*' The council then proceeded to the question, Shall they advise to the dis- 
mission of the aggrieved members ? This question also, they have unantm- 
ously decided in the negative." 

The council did not approve the conduct of the aggrieved in holding 
^separate meetings, or in taking measures to form a new society ; but, 
on account of their viewing themselves injured, and of their having sup- 
posed the church had given their consent to separate meetings till the 
meeting of the council^ the council say, they ^^ do not perceive that any 
thing has occurred which requires ceni^ure, or which ought permanent- 
ly to interrupt the fellowship and harmony of the church." 

These opinions were supported by reasons, which will be quoted in 
their place ; and were enforced upon the parties by affectionate entrea- 
ties. 

Nov. 12, 1818, a week after the council gave their result, the church 
voted unanimously to accept it. Of the aggrieved brethren present 
none voted against it ; some of them, howeyer, gave the church to un- 
derstand that they ^^ should conform to the result, till God in his provi- 
dence should open a way for their relief." 

On the next day, Nov. 13th, a warrant was made out for a parish 
meeting, which was held on the 23d, ^^ to see if the parish will agree t o 
set off such of the inhabitants of said parish as are desirous to continue 
public worship in the old meeting house, that they may become a distinct 
religious society by themselves." This vote passed in the negative, 25 
to 41 ; nearly or quite every one of the aggrieved brethren of the church 
voting in the affirmative. Immediately ^^ paper was presented to the 
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moderator, iobscnbedbj 21 peisons ; oontaining a deebimtioii that they 
had forincd themselvcK into a voluntaiy purisb, aceording to the provi- 
iions of an act of the MaBsachaietts legiriatiirey passed in 1811, which 
is usually called ^ the religious freedom act" By this insttuttient they 
took the name of << the Chapel Coagregatiowal Society in North Tar- 
mouth." As reasons te Ais measure chey urge the ^Ketales of con- 
science, and add, <^ we bdieve that we have been treated with neglect 
and contempt, our property literally destroyed, our liberty violated, and 
our leelings wdandtd in the lenderest parts." 

Dec. 7y 1818,a church meeting was held; and much conversation 
was had with the seceding brethren on^ the impropriety of disregarding 
the residt of council, and holding separate meetmgs ; and they were en- 
treated to remember their covenant vows ; but no vote of censure was 
passed. At this meeting, a committee of 10 was appointed, 5 from each 
party, to devise means to effect a reconciliation. The committee had 
several meetings, but accomplished nothing. 

May 8, 1819^ th^ church voted to request the seceders to act definite- 
ly on the result of council, and inform the church whether they would 
accept or reject it. To this communication no answer was ever return* 
ed 

In July, 1819, three of the seceders applied to the Cumberhmd Asso- 
ciation ef Ministers, requesting them ta advise the church to consent 
that they should attend a separate meeting, without being deemed guilty 
of an offence. As they had not notified the church of theur intention, 
the association declined givmg advice ; but referred the matter to several 
members of their body, who were expected to be at North Yarmouth the 
next day.* Several ministers accordingly held a conference with the 
parties ; they declined giving the advice requested by the seceders, and 
urged them to conform to the result of council. 

Aug. 25, 1819> the church received complaints against several mem* 
hers, who contmued their attendance on the separate meeting. On the 
38th, they passed a vote of censure upon them, and mildly urged tbem 
to return. 

Oct. 2, 1819» a church meedng was held, at thedeure of the aggriev- 
ed members, when several brethren and sisters requested dismissions. 
The vote on the request passed unanimously in the negative. Several 

"Tliis was on oecasioB of attendiog^ religious services on account of tbe 
death of tbe Fastor» Rev. Mr. Woodbnry, who died a few days bifore at Gro* 
ton, Mass. 
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iadividaab of the church then <^6t'^ to unit^ in calling « coancil, to 
whidi the aggrieved did not accede. 

After this, the parish offered ^< to Withdraw all opposition to their pcm 
tition for incorporation, provided the usual clause with respect to arrear- 
ages be 'included in their bill.'' 

Dec. iO. ISIP? the church unanimously voted to agree to a mutual 
council, which convened on the 29th, ^ to whom all matters of griev^ 
anee" were referred. The council consisted of 

« 

Rev. Daniel Weston^ Graj/f Dea. Reuben Morse, Br. Moses Hum- 
phreys, Delegates. 

Rev. Edward Payson, 2d Portland^ Dea. Hosea Ilsley^ Br. Wood* 
bury Sf orer Jr. Delegates. 

Rev. John W. Ellhigwood, 1st Bath^ Br. Horatio 6. Allen, Br. Pe- 
leg Sprague, Delegates. 

Rev. David Thurston, WttU&ropy Br. Daniel Campbell, Br. Joshua 
Mitchell, Delegates. 
Rev. Mr. Weston was Moderator ; Mr. Thurston, Scribe. 
The council first inquired of the parties by a committee, whether it 
is their determination to abide by their result, *^ and make it ihe basis 
of their future conduct in regard to the difficulties which still subsist be- 
tween them, and for the settlement of which this council is conve'ned.'' 
The church replied affirmatively; and the aggrieved brethren stated, 
'^ that it was their determination to abide by the result,as far as they pos- 
sibly could." Some of the aggrieved brethren then laid before (he coun« 
cil five articles of grievance ; on which the council decided thus : ** al- 
though some informality in the proceedings of the church in regard to 
the aifgriev^d w^s apparent, yet the council are unanimously of opinibn, 
that it did not appear that either of their specifications consiituted a just 
caruae of complaiat.'' The council next unanimously agreed, in reply 
to qaestions proposed by the church, that when a parish and church re- 
iBove the place of worship, no church members can be justified in with* 
drawing from the worship of God in the church with which they have 
covenanted, merely because the measure ori^nated in the parish ; and 
that it Is a violation of the covenant of this church, for any of its mem- 
bers to withdraw from public worship with the church and unite in sep- 
arate meetings, solely because said members are offended with the 
cinirch ; and that it does not materially alter the case, though they at* 

tend the ministrations of a congregational preacher.^-^The council, in 
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4reply to an inquiry made by some of the aggrieved brethren, unani' 
mously decline advising the church to consent to their attending public 
worship with the Chapel society ; in which opinion they expressly sanc- 
tion the acts of the first council, and advance several reasons against the 
principle of the proposed measure, & mention evils they should antici- 
pate from its adoption. — On the request of the aggrieved.that they would 
advise the church to grant them dismissions to form a new church, the 
council, after a struggle between their convictions of right and their 
feelings, unanimously express '' their full conviction of the impropriety 
and inexpediency of such a measure." ^' They are perfectly satisfied, 
that no reason can be offered in favor of complying with the request of 
the minority, which might not be urged in favor of a separation between 
contending parties in a church, on almost any conceivable occasion.'^ 
The reasons for this opinion are urged upon the aggrieved. The coun- 
cil add, " Provided the minority accept this result, we advise the church 
to receive them joyfully, and to restore them in love, and in the spirit 
of meekness." 

Jan. 20, 1820, the Chapel Religious Society was incorporated by the 
legislature of Massachusetts. 

Feb. 21, 1820, ten of the aggrieved members signed a refusal to com- 
ply with the result of the last mentioned council. They assigned their 
reasons at some length, which will be mentioned, when I come to a dis- 
cussion. 

April 21, 1820, a request for dismission to form a new church was 
signed by 12 males and 21 females ; in which they say they have ^^ sub- 
mitted their grievances to a council, once and again, without receiving 
any satisfaction". May 6, a committee oftheseceders informed the 
church in writing, that a council was expected to meet on the 10th, to 
form those members into a separate church, who did not consent to the 
removal of the public worship from its usual place. They say, << We 
thought proper to give you this seasonable and friendly notice, and shall 
submit it to you to make what improvement of it you think proper. We 
also renew our request for the church to dismiss with recommendations 
all those members who signed that request April 21, and all who may 
wish to join with them." To these two requests the church returned 
negative answers, dated April 23d, and May 8th. 

May 10, 1820, a Council convened, invited by the seceders for the 
purpose of organizing them into a new church. 



Present, Rev. Thomas Lancaster, 1st Scarborough^ Br. Nathaniel 
Blake, Del. Rev. William Miltimore, Falmouth, Br. Jona. Butterfield, 
Del. Rev. Jonathan Gieenleaf, Wells, Br. David Hatch, Del. Rev. Mr. 
Lancaster was Moderator ; Rev. Mr. Greenleaf, Scribe. The council 
sent a letter to the church, wishing " to know explicitly whether they 
would grant the reqHest"of the 33 members who had applied April 2Ist, 
and of 3 other females, " to be dismissed with the usual recommenda- 
tion, in order to be organized into a distinct church." They close by 
saying, " You will also please to lay before us any thing relating to this 
roatter,that you may think proper." — This council had before them the 
act of the legislature incorporating the Chapel Society ; the result of the 
2d mutual council, of Dec. 1819 i the refusal of the minority to comply 
with that result ; copies of their recent applicatio.is to the church, and 
the replies ; and an account of their own proceedings in calling this 
council. — A committee of the church, appointed on the 7th instant, ap- 
peared, and in writing recapitulated the principal proceedings of the 
church and of the two mutual councils j objected to the jurisdiction of 
the present meeting styled a council, as it was not mutually chosm ; as 
the seceders had rejected the results of both mutual councils,^ since the 
last, had not proposed to the church to unite with them in a mutual re- 
ference of their difficulties ; and as the ministers present had not com- 
plied with the congregational usage, by informing the church that they 
were about to come as an ex parte council. They could not therefore 
<' consent to appear before them as a council,or submit any subsisting dif- 
ficulties in the church to their determination." — On con9ultatian,the coun- 
cil did "not consider themselves called to go into an esaminationof the 
late ui^appydiOerences in the first parish,respecting the removal of the 
place of public worship." They considered those diSerences " as for- 
ever at an end, by tiie pegislalive] incorporation of the Chapel Socie- 
ty." They say, "The only question before us is, shall the brethren 
who have requested it be dismissed from the church, and be organized 
as a distinct body, or not ?" This question they unanimously decide 
in the affirmative, and proceed to dismiss the applicants and organize 
them publicly into a new church, by the name of the Chapel Congrega- 
tional Church in North-Yarmouth. They justify their deviation from 
the advice of the two mutual councils by the fact, that the society is now 
incorporated ; which fact they consider as " altering very materially 
the face of things." They tkink the brethren have proceeded in the 
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mode usually practised in case of the erection of a ne^ parish ; aad 
that they themselves are not an ex parte, but an organising council. I 
shall hereafter quote the substance of their reasons for this proceduve. 

The chucch were now thrown into great perplexity , and sought advice 
of ministers. 

June 1, 1S20, Rev>. Elidia Mosely, Kiah Bayley, Daniel Weston, 
Edward Payson, Peress Chapini John W. ElUngwood, Enoft MerriU, 
and. David M. Mitchell met for that purpose. Rev. Samuel Eaton, 
Jonathan Cogswell^ and Asa Rand were providentially hindered Irom 
attending. As those convened were ^^ not a regular ecclesiastical body, 
and as the difi^culties had been in part heretofore referred to the Cobi- 
berland Association, they advised that the whole subject be referred to 
said Association, and that the seceder& be apprised of the design." 

July 11, 1820, the Cumberland Association held their regular meet- 
ing at Windham. A committee of the first churcb reqjuested advice, 
aqd made a full statement of facts relative to their present situation. A 
committee from the seceders also, attended and advocated at great length 
their side of the question, that (he association might have a complete 
understanding ; but expj:e$8ly. declaring that they did not ask advice. 

The committee of the church snbnoitted two qi^tiona, *^ 1. Are 
those persons, who consider themselves to have been recently dismissed 
from said churchy and organized into a church by the name of the Chkj^ 
el Congregational Church, still members of the first church, and subject 
to its discipline ?" In answer to this question, in both its parts^the As* 
sociation gave their opinion in the affirmative. This opinion was 
fojunded on their belief that the advice of mutual councils ought to be re> 
garded ; and that a council called by aggrieved members have no right 
to take members from a church without its consent, except the church 
has refuied to agree in a mutual councik Thp association abp gav« 
llheir opinion, that the incorporation of a parish doeanot justify the mem« 
bers of a church, who may reside within its limits, in taking any. tr^^- 
tt/ptr measures to procure a separation and organization into a new church. 

The second question was this. ^< If tb^y are [members of the first- 
church, and subject, to discipline,] will the peculiar circumstances of this 
church, or of this case, justify this church in deviating from the direct 
course of, discipline ?'' In reply, the Association say, they ^^ are unable 
to. devise any measures the church can adopt, deviating from the direct 
course of discipline ; but would advise them to proceed as deliberately^ 
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prayerfully, and mildly, as daty will admit." — The members present 
^were, Rev. Timothy HiUiard, Gardiner Kellogg, Caleb Bradley, Wil- 
liam Miltimore, Edward Payson, Jona^ Cogswell, Asa Rand, Perez 
Chapin, Enos Merrill, Josiah Q. Merrill, and Thomas J. Mordock. 
Seven of these had not previously acted ia the ease ; except two, who 
bad been present at the meeting which referred the question to this 
body. All present concurred in the votes, except Rev. Mr. Miltimore, 
who had assisted in organizing the seceders. Rev. Mr. Cresey, who 
was then supplying the pulpit at th'e okl meeting-house, was present, and 
beard the discussion ; but declined giving an opinion. 

July 23, 1820, the church sanctioned and adopted the result of the 
asfloci ition, and sent it to the seceders. 

A committee was afterwards appointed to visit the seceders personal- 
ly, to request them to attend a church meeting for the investigation of 
their conduct, in breaking covenant with the church. Nearly all were 
Tisited. They refused to attend tke meeting, or lo make any defence 
to the church, on the ground that they deemed themselves a distinct 
church, and so claimed to be released from their obligations to the first 
church. 

The first churcb and society were now placed in a situation truly dis- 
tressing. They had long been afflicted by the secession of their breth- 
len, who had now taken an independent stand, countenanced by some 
of the neighboring ministers and churches. Tke subject was continual- 
ly agitated, and not a ray of light dawned on the prospect of an amica- 
ble adjustment. They were destitute of a pastor ; and could not expect 
any one would be willing to settle among them, while the contention con- 
tinued ; while a portion of the church \rere nominally members, and yet 
claimed to be a distinct church. They were therefore obliged to take a 
decisive step. 

Sept. 15 and 16, 1820, the church held a meeting, Rev. Asa Rand 
officiating as Moderator by request. After much discussion and prayer- 
ful deliberation, the church adopted a long explanatory preamble, con- 
cluding with this vole : ** that since they have thus withdrawn, and gone 
out from us, thereby breaking the covenant on their part ; consequently 
Ihey are no more of us, no longer under our watch or care, but are ex- 
cluded from our communion.'^ This vote included those who had been 
vbited by the eommittee before the meeting; the others were afterwards 
excluded by a sioailar vote. 
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Oct. 10, 1820, Rev. Noah Cresey was installed pastor of the Chapei 
Church and Society. Present on council, from the church in 
Scarborough (Ist.) Rev. Thomas Lancaster. 
Rumfoid, Rev. Daniel Gould, Dea. Benjamin Farnum. 
Cape-£lizabeth| Rev. William Gregg, Br. Robert Dyer, Br. William 

Maxwell. 
Portland, (1st.) Rev. Ichabod Nichols, Dea. Woodbury Storer, Br. Cot- 
ton B. Brooks. 

Wells, Rev. Jonathan Greenleaf, Dea. Joseph Gilman. 
Durham, Br. Jabez Merrill. 

Norway, (destitute) Dea. John Horr, Br. William Ilobbs. 
Falmouth, Brs. Jona. Butteriield and Oliver Knight. Mr. Knight is 
said to have objected to proceeding to the installation. 

This council, before proceeding to installation, ^ thought proper to go 
into an examination of the ground on which this church stands, it having 
been, as they were informed, a matter of dispute ; and after fully inves- 
tigating the subject, it was voted — That, in the opinion of this council, 
the Chapel Congregational church is to be considered as a regular chris- 
tian church ; and as such they recommend it to the fellowship and com- 
munion of all the churches of Christ." — This vote, (with the whole re- 
sult,) was read in public at the installation. The scribe was also di- 
rected to transmit a copy of this result, and of that given by the council 
of May 1820, to each of the churches represented at this time, with a 
request that they should be read before the churches. 

Feb. 14, 1821, Rev. Asa Cummings was ordained pastor of the first 
church. On the council were 14 pastors, and 17 delegates, represent- 
ing 18 churches ; and Rev. Dr. Allen, president of Bowdoin College.. 

From this period altercation ceased in a great measure ; but there 
was no fellowship between the parties, and the Chapel church was not 
acknowledged by the ministers and churches generally, except by those 
who had aided in their organization and the installation of their pastor. 

About the close of the year 1821, and the commencement 1822, there 
was an effusion of the Spirit on the people of N. Yarmouth, in which the 
first parish had a principal share. A strong desire for conciliation be- 
gan to b« manifested ; and, through the mediation of the church in Fal- 
mouth, the seceders proposed to the fiist church to unite once more in 
calling a mutual council. To this proposal the first church immediate- 
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iy and unanimoufly acceded. That the council might be as impartial 
as possible, it was agreed to select churches situated out of this state ; 
and that its decision might be final, both parties pledged themselves to 
abide by their result. 

May 22, 1822, this council assembled, consisting of 
Rev. Daniel Dana, D. D. Londonderry, (W.) N. H. Dea. Wm. Adams, 
DeL Rev. Samuel Hidden, Tamworth, N. H. Br. Shubael Marston, 
Del. Rev. Leonard Woods, D. D. Th. Sem. Andover, Ms. Br. Eben'r 
Newhall, Del. Rev. Justin Edwards, S. church, Andover, Ms. 

In agreeing to invite tjiis council, the first church did not insist that 
the seceders should return into their body. They were willing, as they 
long had been, that there should be a distinct church in fellowship with 
the first, provided the institution of such a church could be regular, ac* 
cording to the scriptures and congregational usage. They therefore sub* 
mitted the single question, ^' On what conditions the Chapel church shall 
he a regular sister church, entitled to the fellowship of the first church ;" 
in which the Chapel church united with them. The council gave their 
opinion on various past proceeedings, and principles involved in them ; 
censuring both parties, excusing and commending both ; and decided 
that " a vote of each church expressing their acceptance of [their] re- 
sult shall be the condition on which fellowship shall hereafter be enjoy- 
ed." 1 cannot better express the substance of the result in a few words ; 
for it is difilcult to find how it brings to any point the matters which 
were before the council. But the obvious design of the council was, to e^ 
tablish the Chapel church, in some mode not easily defined, in regular 
standing and ecclesiastical fellowship. 

Both churches soon after passed the requisite votes, and have since 
been in fellowship each with the other. Some individual ministers and 
churches in the vicinity, for ought I know, performed some explicit acts 
of fellowship towards the Chapel church, soon afler this time. But 
there was no public act, expressive of the general or prevailing senti- 
ment, till the Chapel church applied for admission into the Cumberland 
Conference of Churches, consisting at that time of 20 churches. June 
10, and 11, 1823, on application, they were admitted to the Conference, 
after the following vote had been passed : "Voted, That this confer- 
ence believe it to be a christian duty to regard the advice of regular mu- 
tual councils, and that the council of May 1822 was of that character : 
aad therefore they deem themselves bound to admit the regular standing 
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of the Chapel church, as given them by that body. They of 
gret that the members of that chm^h should have previously disregaxd- 
edthe advice of two similar bodies, and pursued measures contrary to 
Congregational usages. But the conference state these irregularities^ 
merely to avoid any sanction of them being implied in their vote to ad- 
mit the Chapel church, and to prevent their becoming precedents in 
future cases.^' Most of the members present were not satisfied with the 
result of Council of May 1822. But they had always contended that 
the advice of mutual councils was not to be slighted. They therefore 
took the ground on this occasion, which I presume is generally takea in 
this state ; to comply with the result and extend fellowship to the Chap- 
el church ; while they protested against some principles of the result, and 
thus threw the responsibility on the council. This is the course I shall 
adopt in these letters. 

Thus, my dear Sir, I have given you a narrative of facts. From these 
alone you will not be able to form a eondmive opinion ; for you have 
iDiurely an outline which must be filled up. You have opinions and 
votes and other acts, but not all the reasons and grounds of them severally. 
This outline however will serve you for reference, and facilitate yoorin^ 
quires into the real merits of the controversy. You will perceive there 
have been three mutual cooncib, and one exparte. I shall generally 
designate the mutual councils by numerical terms, first, second, and 
third or last, in chronological order. Yours, See. 



LETTER ni. 

Wa9 the removal of pMic worship to a different place^ eqititabh 
and right f 

Rev, and Dear Sir^- 

You will with me decide this in the affirmative, if I convince you that 
the site of the new meeting house is much more central titan the other ; 
that the speeders were subfected to no peculiar hardships by the remove 
al; that the parish was in danger of disunion and of eUminution by 
continuing at the old house; that the proper time had arrived ; and 
that no unfair measures were pursued. 

Now it appeared in evidence to the first council, fully satisfactory to 
^very member^ that the new meeting'housc was wuxre ce»tr4d than the 
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My to the parish then existing, whether the; considered the meeting of 
roads, the number of families; the number of souk attending public wor- 
stiip; the distance to be travelled over, or the amount of taxes paid. It 
was evident to them^ that though the new meeting-house was not pre- 
cisely in the centie, yet it was in the most convenient place on account 
of roads ; and that its standing out of the centre was favorable to the 
seceders. It follows from these facts, that the old house stands nearly a mile 
and a half distant from the most central and convenient place for accom- 
modating the whole parish. This dbtance a great portion of the major- 
ity had travelled for many years, and the minority had been favored 
with a house in their neighborhood. Was it not ecpitable and right, thftt 
the majority should now have the worship brought to the centre ? They 
did not require it to be carried beyond, to balance the account 

The minority suffered no pecuUar hardihips by the removal. Not 
one of the seceders on the main land resides more remotely from the 
new house, than many families do in almost every country parish. Some 
families of the first parish actually travel farther to the new meeting- 
house, than any seceder would, if he attended there. The most remote 
of the seceders resides but four miles from the new house ; the main 
body of them are within about two miles. Much was said before the 
first council concerning families upon the islands ; but they made no 
complaint for themselves, and it was proved that not more than four or 
five families claimed any relation to the parish at the time the vot^ wa i 
taken to remove. 

The parish was in danger of disunion and dumnuHony hy continuing 
at the old house. The measure had been proposed 25 years before, 
and frequently canvassed in the interim. It had once been deferred 
in parish meeting out of regard to their venerable pastor, Mr. Gilman, 
whose house was near the old meeting house. The members of the 
parish, who ^ere out of all proportion distant from the old house, had 
several times urged a removal. Once they were prevented by the oc- 
currence of the war of 1812, and the pecuniary embarrassments of the 
country. Twice or three tunes they were pacified, by being persuaded 
to unite first in securing the settlement of a minister : for after the de- 
cease of Mr. Gilman in 1809^ Messrs. Brown and Curtis had been set- 
tled and removed, and Mr. Woodbury settled, before the parish voted 
on building a new house in Dec. 1817* This portion of the parish had 
become impatient, and if the vote at this time had been against removal, 
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Xbete would probably have been a schism in that direction. If the so- 
ciety was thus in danger, they could not be blamed for taking tkat alter- 
native which 'Was equitable in itself. It was more convenient for many 
members of the first parish to attend worship with another denomination, 
who had a meeting-house in the village. By this means, the Congrega- 
tional parish was continually diminishing, by the loss of members 
who would prefer to remain with them. If the worship had been much 
longer held at the old house, this diminution must have rapidly increased. 
ne proper time too had arrived. After several delays on account of 
'*the difficulty of building, and settling a pastor at the same time, the par- 
' ish now had a pastor, and were well united in him. The dangers of the 
.parish, as we have seen, called loudly for a removal. Besides, the old 
house needed much repairing, having stood nearly ninety years. Many 
proprietors of pews were already members of other parishes, and would 
bear no part of the expense. A major part of those who remained were 
unwilling to lay out that money in repairs, which might lay the founda- 
tion of another house in a central place. But, though a warrant for a 
parish meeting was posted, and an article on the main question inserted ; 
yet the friends of removal did not intend to decide the question at that 
tifne. Aware of objections, they had intended to propose, that a large 
committee be raised, embracing men on both sides, to take the situation 
of the whole parish into consideration, and report on the subject with 
• theur reiasohs at length. Of this intention some pci^ons in the expected 
opposition were apprised, and their concurrence in it was solicited. Such 
a measure would certainly have been fair and conciliatory ; and not 
precipitate 6r overbearing. This intention was defeated by the oppos- 
ers of a removal. They insisted that the main question should then be 
taken. Whether they expected to obtain a majority, or whether they 
liaeant to intimidate by their determined opposition, cannot perhaps be 
ascertained ; hut they would Hsten to no proposals for impartial inquiry, 
they would hear nothing of delay. The main question was taken, and 
decided against them, so far as related to the simple question of removal. 
But the site was not yet determined, the time for building was not ap- 
pointed. There was still ^portunity for locating the new house where 
all parties might agree, and for a postponement of building to such time 
as the convenience and ability of the parish might require. The ma- 
jority therefore still voted to have a committee to view the whole ground, 
and report a place and time for building. Several gentlemen in the m»- 
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nority refusjed to serve on the cammittee, aod the majority were compel- 
led to fi)} it from their own number. At an adjournment this committee, 
reported ; stating and comparing the reasons assigned for and against a 
removal, and recommending the plan which was aAer wards carried into 
eiOfect. The principal reasons for removal I have stated ahove. The 
protest of the minority^ rendered at this adjournment, assigns the foUpw- 
ing reasons against removal : 1, the want of that union so important 9^ 
measure required ; 2d, the inability of the parbh^ which was in 
debt.; 3, the old house is as central and convenient as most hauses of 
worship in Maine ; 4, the removal would be ^^ a wanton piwstration^f^'' 
the rights" of parishioners on the islands. They disclaim ^^ the language 
of threatening or menace,'^ and ^^ all intention and every wish ne^lesto^> 
ly to cause divisions." But they assure the parbh they are to expect / \ 

from them '^ no aid whatever m the removal of the present, or the build<^ i^ ^ 
ing of a new meeijng house." They speak of being ^^ divested of their ' ^ f 
rights," and consider the measgre as ^^ fatal to the parish." They dcs 
clare their intention to attempt ^^ the re-establishment of those religious 
privileges which the removal, if carried into effect, will have wrenched 
from their possession." They complain of unfair metwires ; but no 
evidence was given to satisfy the first council that such measures had 
been pursued. They finally say : ^^ We would ask, are you ready to 
take upon yourselves the responsibility of severing the bond, which h^ 
hitherto held together this ancient church and people ? Thinknot this 
language dictated by fear, or that we are asking for ourselves favors from 
this parish. For ourselves exclusively we ask nothing. We seek jus- 
tice, impa.rtial justice, and nothing more. We do wish that the interest 
of this whole society may be consulted. A majority, though legally 
right, may be morally wrong. And no power on earth shal} compel us 
to follow, where we are convinced that imprudence and folly lead the 
way." 

Notwithstanding this strong determination, which has we must ac- 
knowledge been well sustained since, you will, my dear Sir, weigh the 
faeU and reaaom of the case, as they appear in the. protest, and as I 
have told you in substance they appeared in the report of the parish com- 
mittee, and in evidence before the first council. You will also, I doubt 
not, form the same conclusion that the council did ; ^' that there is no 
sa%ient evidence of any intention on the part of those who advocate 
the removal to conduct ^nfnirly^ Qr to take undue advantage against the 
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minority ;" that the new house ^^ is m a good degree central and con- 
venient ;'' and that the aggrieved members have ^^ no just cause of com- 
plaint in regard to the removal of the place of public worship.'' I well 
know, and I am bound to inform you, that the hut council say, they 
thinlc'^ it would have been well for them [die majority] to hesitate, more 
than they seem to have done, as to the tendency of proceeding to such 
a measure, while so large and rupectabU a portion of the church and 
parbh «rere opposed to it. Indeed the council are of opinion, that in 
this case, as well as in most others of a umilar nature which have occur- 
red, the coiltending parties ought on both ndes to have held themselves 
in readiness to make greater eacrificee of personal convenience^for the 
sake of avoiding the deplorable evils of division andstrife, and ofpro* 
moting permanently the uniony strength, and prosperity of the church J' 
If thie minority could have made these sacrifices for the general welfare, 
and thus have promoted the cause of peace ; if they could have made 
'ess sacrifices than (he majority had long made for their accommodation, 
there would have been no dispute. The council however address the re- 
mark to the parties on hoth sides ; they think the majority should have 
yielded, or at least have waited a long time for union. But they had 
waited for many years ; they were in danger of losing a portion ol par- 
ishioners on the other side by delay ; they must incur e^cpense, either 
for repairs or for building ; they proposed a temporary delay, for con- 
sultation and thorough inquiry into the general interest and general wish- 
es, but the minority pressed an immediate decision. Individual seced- 
ers also, and leading men among their brethren, had assured some of the 
majority, even after preparations for building had commenced, that they 
did not know whether a few years' delay would produce any effect on 
the minds of the mmority. It is difficult to see how both parties could 
have made sacrifices at once. The majority might, indeed, have con- 
tinued to make the sacrifices they had long made for a few years more ; 
and the minority might have agreed to sacrifice their wishes at the end 
of that period and go to the new place. But they would not go at the 
time, nor consent to go at a future time. Was it then the duty of the 
church and parish to sacrifice a portion of their number on the other 
side, and renounce their personal convenience for an indefinite time, 
and go to the old house, while the minority would sacrifice nothing ? 
Perhaps the council supposed a compromw might have been made as to 
di0tqnce$ and that all parties might have come to a point, halfway firons 
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the old site to that now occupied by the new house. But the minority 
would hear nothing of any compromise. They would have no commit- 
tee, to reconcile the conflicting wishes and interests, and report on a 
place for building. I think it is obvious, that the last council did not in* 
quire minutely into the circumstances of the original dispute ; and that 
tkey had of course inadequate views of the real merits of the main ques- 
tion at issue. The^r«^ council also expressed their regret that the par- 
ish had not delayed still longer. But that council, who consumed a 
whole day in examining this single point, were fully convinced that the 
matler must very soon have come to an issue ; and that a willingness in 
the minority to consult the general good would have brought them all 
cheerfully to worship in the new house, without any unusual sacri- 
fice. Here I shall be excused for referring to individual opinion ; that 
of President Appleton, since deceased. After the main point had been 
settled in council, and when some member expressed his regret that the 
majority bad not postponed building a house for some considerable time. 
Dr. A. observed in substance, that he came to the meeting under a 
strong impression, that though the parish might have set the new house 
in the proper place, yet they had been very precipitate and rash in 
erecting it at that time. But, he added, my convictions are now changed. 
I am convinced the majority have been fair in theur proceedings, though 
they may have been strenuous ; tliat the spirit manifested by the minority 
would not have yielded at another time ; and that a long dela}' could have 
done no good. Others were of the same opinion ; and it was with re- 
luctance they consented to express an opinion, ^^ that further deliberation 
and less promptness in proceeding would have been expedient." They 
were fully persuaded that the new house is in the proper place, and that 
the vote to remove was equitable and right. 

Here, Sir, is the main question, which ran through all the subsequent 
proceedings, and gave character to every act. That which was equit- 
able and right at this period, could scarcely become wrong afterward 
by any concurrence of circumstances. I fully believe, for myself, that 
it will hold true to the end of time, and will appear so in the judgment 
day, that the first church and parish were fully justified in erecting a new 
house for public worship, and locating it where it now stands. Here 
was the first error of the minority. They unreasonably opposed the 
general good in the outset ; and determined to gain their point, or sepa- 
rate from thw brethren. I think we shall see, that every subsequent 
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step carried them farther and farther from the footsteps of the flock, and 
from the path of duty. Yoius, Sac. 

LETTER IV. 

Were the church and the first council correct^ in refusing to dismiss 
the minoritfffor the formation of a new church ? 

Rev. and dear Sir, 

When the first council had decided, that the seceders had no just 
ground of complaint on account of the removal of the public worship, 
they did not long hesitate to say that there was no reason why they should 
be dismissed and form a new church. And indeed^ how could they hesi* 

tate ? An act of so much importance as the division of a church into 
two distinct churckes, must have been supported by some good reasons* 
But what reasons could that council have assigned for such advice ? — 
They verily believed from the fullest evidence, that the new house waa 
in the best place for the whole society. They believed that the nuoori- 
ty were not injured in any way ; but were only required to relinquish to 
the parish a privilege they had for many years enjoyed above their share, 
and at a sacrifice on the part of the majority. As theyicould see no 
cause for complsunt, they could see- none ior opposition or secession. 
They koew indeed that the minority viewed themselves aggrieved and 
injured ; but they believed their views were entirely erroneous. They 
therefore could consistently do nothing, but attempt to convince them of 
their mistake, persuade them to relinquish their oppositioo,-acquiesce in 
the decision of the majority, and return quietly to the fellowship of the 
church. 

It may be necessary to state, that the original church ai>d society 
were not large ; that all could be accommodated in the new house ; that 
the distance of those residing mo§t remotely was not greater than is 
found in most parishes ; and that in fine no reasons of this nature exist- 
ed for the. formation of a new parish. There was no difference of reli- 
gioiis sentiment to plead for a division ; there was no reason for it, but 
what tb^ minority believed to be injustice in the location of the house. 

There is one principle involved in this question, which deserves some 
notice. I mean the principle, that majorities should govern, and minor- 
ities acquiesce. This is a vital pi^inciple of our whole government, both 
civil and' ecclesiastical. Perhaps not one measure, in ten, adopted in 
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natbnal, or state, or town afiairs, is satisfkctory to all. Many decisional 
are deemed by a minority very improper, and some unjust. If the mi- 
nority, however, oppose, resist, and revolt, where is our security, order, 
or peace ? If there should be no violent proceedings ; if majorities should 
peaceably release minorities from obligation, in regard to the measures 
they oppose; still there would be anarchy and confusion. The first 
council believed the minority in this case were under christian obligation 
to abide by the vote of the majority, even if it were in some degree ex- 
ceptionable and hasty ; much more when they could, on the most dili- 
gent search, find ^^ no cause of complaint" against it. A majority, the 
seceders had smd, ^< may be legally right, biit nMiraHy wrong.'' But It 
was apparent to the 1st council that the majority in this case were both 
legally and morally right. And onfall the evidence ndw produced to 
the public, -there can be little doubt the fact will be equally apparent to 
all who read. 

Still, let us take the ground that the majority had been precipitate ; 
had not proceeded in a conciliatory manner; and had even placed the 
house of worship injudiciously. Still, as the parish and church had vot- 
ed to remove, and had erected a house, would not gospel rules require 
the acquiescence of the minority, however '^ large and respectable ?" 
Would not the evils of resistance and division be greater than those of 
compliance ? And would not rcfsistance be wrong in priimpk f 

' It is difficult, both in church and state, to draw an exact line between 
rights and obligations ; bcftween the rights which individuals surrender 
in the social compact, and those which they retain. I conceive, how- 
ever, it will be easy to mark a line sufficiently plain for the present ob. 
ject. By Unidng with a church, an individuaUcannot surrender his right 
of conscience ; for his conscience is amenable only to God. He can- 
not give them a right to dictate his articles of religious heUef ; for even 
the apostles had no dominion over the fahh of the brethren. He does 
not surrender himself in such a sense, that the church can make him do 
or approve iniquity. If they do it, he may reprove, protest, and regu- 
larly withdraw. But he does sunenderto the brotherhood a right to di- 
rect in those prudential matters which concern the whole. I hold this 
principle to be clear, because of its absolute necessity to the peaceable 
transaction of their affairs, and to the very being of a church for any con- 
siderable period. If they insist on his meeting for worship only on a 
secular day, and spending his sabbath at home, they assume an authority 
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he has not conceded them^ and violate his right of consdence* If tiiey 
. vote to alter essentially the profession of their faith, to which he subscrib' 
ed, he is free ; for they attempt to become lords over God's heritage 
in matters of faith. If the majority of the acting members of a church 
become immoral and vicious, and tolerate each other, and refuse to sus. 
tain accusations which are brought and proved ; the individual whose 
life is consistent may clear himself of all participation in their transgrer 
sions by remonstrating and regularly withdl^wing. But if the church 
vote to have tweh« communions in a year, when an individual prefers 
but six, may he refuse to attend any of the number above his own ? If 
the church select a pastor of undoubted piety and orthodoxy, when an 
individual strongly prefers another man, may he secede from the church 
for that cause ? When the church admits a person to their communion, 
of a good profession and correct moral life, and whom thetf believe to be 
a renewed man, but of whose experimental piety some members have 
doubts $ may those members withdraw from communion, and leave the 
church ? 

The cases are without number in which the majority of a church de- 
cide against the wishes of one or more members ; and where a majority 
has a right to decide, and also to expect the ready acquiescence of the 
minority. If this is not a correct principle, there is an end to order 
and peace, except in those rare cases where there is perfect unanimity. 
Now the erection of a house for worship appears to me to fall into the 
class of prudential matters. It has nothing to do with matters of faith, 
or conscience, or immorality, unless there is real iniquity in the act of 
the majority. We can suppose cases, where a majority would do wrong. 
A parish and church nuuf vote to build a house in ah extreme part of the 
territory ; or in a situation very inconvenient as to roads ; or a house 
extravagantly expeijsive ; or out of the centre, when there is a good and 
new one in the centre. The power of the majority may be glaringly 
abused ; in that case the minority may protest ; and if a mutual im- 
partial council can be obtained, they will usually decide correctly for 
the rights of the injured. But I think we have seen that there could be 
no such flagrant abuse in this instance. The utmost which can be urg- 
ed is, that the majority thought too much of their own accommodation, 
and were thus influenced to Judge partially of the propriety of removing 
the worship. The first council acquitted them of that chaxge. But 
whether the council judged correctly or not, the majority were certainly 
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not'guilty of anjr flagrant, abuse of their own prerogatives, whea they re- 
moved the worship to the centre. The duty of the minority, then, was 
clear ; to acquiesce in the decision, and fulfil the obligations they had as>> 
sumed ^s members of the body. 

The first council had other reasons for refusing to advise to a dismis- 
sion. They believed, at that period, that the formation of another socie- 
ty would be very injurious, if not ruinous, to both. The whole was no 
more than a decent parish for the support of the ministry, containing 
about 130 families. The seceders were, in ability, about two sevenths 
of the whole ; in numbers, perhaps rather more. They could not ex- 
pect to maintain constant preaching without uniting withtVi^ person^ 
of other denominations, who had not been accustomed to expense for 
this object. The council eyen feared that the influence of this kind 
likely to be brought in would obtain the ascendancy, and decide on the 
character of the preaching. At any rate, they believed that the best 
interest of the minority would not be promoted by a separation. The 
question was decided by principle ; but that decision was strengthened 
by a regard to probable consequences. And the council could not deem 
it right, for the minority to leave the church so weak as they must be left 
by a secession, unless there were some urgent reason for it ; &'that reason 
they could not discover. A long time did not elapse before two minis- 
ters were settled, who yet continue. The event may be such as to dis- 
credit the foresight of the council ; but they judged according to ap- 
pearances at the time. 

There was one point of view in which the first council debated the 
doctrine of expediency j in distinction from principle. They believed 
that a separation at that time, without obj^ion from the church, would 
have a tendency to convince the seceders of their error, and disarm 
their opposition. With this view, they might incline to give ^ them the 
liberty which they so earnestly demanded ; but they feared, that it 
would prove more irksome than the bondage under which they groan- 
ed. But the council was not composed of prophets, and could not know- 
with certainty what the result of any experiment would be. And be- 
sides, where right was so clear, they believed they had nothing to do 
with expediency in opposition to right. They were persuaded that the 
bondage of the seceders was only the easy yoke which Christ imposes ; 
and that nothing but a mind' subject to him was wanting, to render the 
aggrieved happy in complying. Therefore they dared not search for 
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cjpedieiit»to itmi the bretcb, ctmtmy to principle and equity. Tbey 
feared indeed, not from the dobiousness of the question^ but solelj l^m 
t)ie determined spirit manifested by the aggrieved, that Aeir advico 
would not be followed. But tbey could not give any other counsel, ancl 
answer it to their Master. They hoped the minerity would return ; anil 
if tbey sbouldy advised the church to overlook past irregularities and re- 
ceive them. 

If the church and comidl did wrong in refusing a dismission at tha^t 
period, you will ponder in your mind tl)e question, By what {Nrinciple 
of scripture, or of the Congrc^gational platform, could they have been jus- 
tiJSied in granting it ? I am, dear Sir, Tours, d;c. 

LETTER V. 

Were the miMritjfJiMJMkf tk refknti^ to tdh^ tdHh iSe f^eenik 
ifthtfirkt cdunril 7 

itev. and Dear Sir. 

TBe minority have not been always wilting to admit that they did re- 
fuse to comply with the result of the first council. You will recollect 
thait they did not vote in the church meeting on the question, that some 
of them declared they accepted it, or should comply with it, till God 
should open a way for their reUef. The result of the ezparte council, or 
rather a note appended to it by the scribe, declares they had not refiu . 
ed it. 

But I ask, was there any room for a partial or temporary accq>tanoe ? 
A simple act was required ; to return to the fellowship of the churchy 
and desist from all thoughts of separation. The meaning of their re« 
servations, as explained by their conduct, was this. They attended 
worship occasionally, and communion perhaps generally, at the new 
house ; t)iat they might liot break with the church and expose themselves 
fo discipline, till they could look about ttiem and devise some mode of 
eftecting their great object. An iexplicit refusal to accept the result, or 
absenting themselves entii^ly iroin the communion table, would have 
been Injurious to their design. They did not explicitly refect the result 
in words ; and they have not to this day explicitly declared their accept- 
ance of it. I infer the real fact from their conduct. Tbey declined 
sayiiig explicitly that they accqited the result ; which alone was an ev- 
idence of their feelings and intentions, ifhey also continued to hold 
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'80p«rate meetings, when they coald obtain preediiDg) and keprup ttMk 
plan of a new parish and church. In iact> they have not to thb day. 
returned to the church in the sense they most have understood the coun* 
eil to advise. From the very time the result was given, they persisted 
in their plan for separation till they accomplished it There can be 4a 
dispute, therefore, as to the /ocf* We ask^ were they justifiable ? 

You may, Sir, deem dib question quite unnecessary, after I havegiv« 
en you the substance of the result itself. If the council did not egre» 
giousty err in tfaeirvie w of facts, and the advice they gave, there can be 
BO doubt the aggrieved wereundier obligation to comply, because of the 
plain reasons of the case. I shall not go over that ground again* But 
this is a proper place to inqubre into the validity of the advice of a mu- 
tual council, and th^ obligation of paities to follow it. This question 
may be of greater importance in the North Yarmouth dispute, than y^u 
can perceive at present $ and is also of immense importance to the 
churches at large. 

In this section of the Congrq;ational church, we have no tribunes 
answering completely to judicial courts in the commonwealth. In our 
dvil constitution, the judgment of the lowest court is authoritative, and 
must be carried into execution, unless there be an appeal. A higher 
court, on appeal, may reverse a sentence, or confirm it. But when a 
case has reached the highest tribunal, the judgment is final ; and the 
party which fails u obliged to submit. The judicatories of the Presby- 
terian church, in like manner, have authority. And when judgment is 
passed, even in die lowest court, a party refusing to comply sufiers ec- 
clesiaUcd censure or punishment ; that is, if incorrigible, he is esecom- 
municated. In the consociated churches of Connecticut, there are 
courts clothed with authority within certain constitutional limits. But 
onr councils are merely called to advise. They give opinions, and both 
parties in a dispute exercise the right of accepting or rejecting them* 
Our councysare analagous to courts of referees ; and not so much to 
diose which may be appointed by judicial courts on agreement of par- 
ties, as lo those which the parties may voluntarily appoint, to avoid ap- 
plication to the regular courts. Hence the uncertainty and inefficiency 
of councils. Advice is not always received on both sides ; new diffi- 
culties arise ; fisirther advice is required ; and we have councils and an- 
ti councils, mutual and ezparte ; and perhajps after all no effectual deci- 
sion. 
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Stilly tomething is meant, by resorting to'a coancil for the seltlement 
of disputes. And to ascertain what is meant, and what are the obliga- 
tions of parties to observe the advice they have solicited, is a great de- 
sideratum in our churches. Now, Sir, I ask if it is not implied in eve- 
ry case, that the parties freely submit their conduct for the review^ of 
impartial judges, with the acknowledgement that they maif have erred ? 
Does not the very act of asking advice imply .their willingness to be set 
right, if they are wrong ; a willingness to make sacrifices for the sake 
of peace ; to take such steps for that purpose as the wisdom of the coun- 
cil shall suggest ? In short, is it not implied that the parties mean to 
follow advice when it is given ? Suppose a party, whether majority or 
minority, have taken a stand from which they determine not to recede. 
Suppose they agree to call a council, because they hope to obtain their 
sanction to their own side, or because they wish not to lie under the op- 
probrium of refusing such a reasonable measure. But suppose they 
determine, at the time, they will not regard the advice unless it shall 
justify them, and give them their desure* I ask, where is their ^' godly 
sincerity," or even common honesty, in asking advice with such a se- 
cret determination ? How would the same conduct be viewed in men 
of this world, agreeing to submit a dispute to referees ? Were it known 
that either party indulged these intentions, the referees would deem hie 
conduct an insult to themselves, and to his opponent. I fear this is too 
often the real state of feeling, on one side or both, in referring disputes 
to ecclesiastical councils. Hence, the unhappy issue of such a reference 
in many cases. If there could be in both parties a real desire to know 
duty and perform it ; a desire to mamtain their own ground no farther 
than wise and impartial men should justify it ; as strong a desire to 
luiow tlieir own errors, as to reprove the misconduct of an opponent ; 
councils might be necessary at tijnes^ but they would be much oftener 
succssful than they now are. 

I do not say the seceders at N. Yarmouth had determined,not to follow 
any advice which did not justify them. But you will recollect the language 
of their protest to the parish, " No power on earth shall compel us to 
follow" & c— A note the language of some of them soon afterward, " We 
shall have nothing to do with your new house ; and if you go on with it, 
we shall have nothing to do with you" ; you will also recalthe fact that 
^hey did not comply, and then form your own conclusion. If the first 
/council had advised the church to dismiss them, or to hold meetings 
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alternately at the 2 houses J know not that they would have complied; but 
I think it would have been their duty to comply ; and such would have 
been the opinion of the churches in the neighborhood. 

The advice of mutual councils must be deemed obligatory to some ex- 
tent, or they become useless, and our expectation of a settlement of dis- 
putes is cut off. It is the only tribunal between a church and a portion 
of its members, which is recognised either in our statute-book or in com- 
mon law. If this tribunal has no efficiency, our discipline is defective 
indeed. A mutual council is presumed to be impartial. If it has par^ 
tialities, it is presumed to have an equal portion for each party. .. It is 
called to give advice only ; but to give advice to chrutiansy who ought 
to be held incapable of asking It, without intending to practise it. It is 
called to review the whole ground, and pronounce equitably between 
. the parties. It represents the sisterhood of churches in the adjacent re- 
gion, or rather the church general. If an offender ought to hear the 
church of which he is a member, and in default of it is to be treated as a 
heathen man or publican ; so the parties in a dispute, who voluntarily 
ask advice, should hear the representatives of the general church \ and 
if either party refuses, he is to be held in fault by the other party, and 
the churches at large. If this principle were better understood, it would 
br tully admitted, wfa^ our churches should look on it deliberately and 
coolly. In time of animosity, it might still be forgotten. But if it were 
frequently discussed in conversation, and inculcated from the press and 
the pulpit, it might be so wrought into the minds of our church mem- 
b ers, as to recur to recollection when most needed, and control the 
storm of interest and passion. Our councils have no coercive power, 
and no one wishes they should have. But I believe it would be a happy 
event to our churches, if they could be convinced and deeply feel, that 
they are under sacred obligation to their Lord, to follow the advice they 
have themselves solicited. 

Of course this rule must have its limitations ; and for myself, I wduld 
make the same general limitations 1 have made respecting the preroga- 
tives of churches, and the rights and duties of their individual members 
. or minorities. As the majority of a church may do wrong, so may a 
mutual council. It is only when they act within their proper sphere, 
that their acts are to be deemed valid. If they assume a dominion over 
conscience, or dictate in matters of faith, or palpably uphold iniquity, 1 
suppose a party in disputCi aggrieved by their result, may refuse com" 
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pliasce. If thf cbprch ofirhieli I 9m ^ mmh$if ihould »lmd#ii the 
faith of Cod> ekct, an^ ^ppt Mf. Bclfh^f^'i cieed ; if they should 
agree with me in a mutual oouucil on the mio^ #N thet couodl abouU 
^vif e me to withdraw W objecttoas and unite vith the church ia their 
Vroff^WH, I woidd Apt cp9i|^)y. For if timfimmMiQn» be deatrojed, 
what shall the righteom^ 4p ^ SjT Cflf»plyi«gy I ihoold {mfesi what I 
litter^ di^h^vf • My cooKimcf will aot permit my compUance, and 
thie ^otmcil have UH^rped % dfUQinipnover my fiutb- If a major part of 
my bpethrfp, if^ th^ church to vhieh I heloof , abeald becQme vkious 
9iid ab^doaed ; if th« reyaomitraacea of a fa^fid aiiaonty shpuld aet 
Keelniapi th^ ; if a mutual cooacil abeald l|e called, and advise die mi- 
aqrity tp reaounce their scruples and cootiam^ in commiiniea ; I, as one 
of th^ minorityi would refuse to copiply. They advise me to have fel- 
lowship vith kaowB wickedness, and vidate the rules of the gospel 
A council may be corrupt, or may egregiously mistake on the subject 
leiened to them, evea thou^ it were a prudeadal measure. But these 
are all exempt cases. They are siidi as are likely to occur but very 
seldom* The possibility of theur eii^tence is a reason, why parties 
sbp^Id reserve the right of examining the advice given in av^ry case ; 
and tbey should always act underitandipgly, and know wherefore thej 
accept or refuse. But the general rale I think cannot be controverted, 
that where mutual councils proceed fairly, weigh matters prayerfully, 
and with a good degree of unanimity give explicit and affectionate ad- 
vice, that advice is entided ta great deference and prompt compliance 
from both parties. 

This view of the snbjeet is luHy confiraaed by legal decisions. Our 
judges have held that either party has a right to reject the result of a 
mutual council ; but stiU the ^ effect of the advice of such a council b a 
legal justification of the party adopting it.'' Suppose the first parish in 
N. Yarmouth had taken a legal process to collect parish taxes from the 
seeeders g( the church, after they had rejected the result of the first coun- 
cil. No court would have hesitated a moment to say the result was a 
legal justification of the first diurch, because they had accepted it. 
Suppose the first council had advised to the dismission of the aggriev- 
ed, and they had accepted, but the church rejected, the result ; in any 
legal question, a court would have justified the seeeders. There can 
be no good reason, why the same rule should net hold in our code of 
cbrbtian morals, and govern our ecclesiastioal proceedings. 

On the obligation to respect the advice of mutual councils, and the 
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sin of not doing it, I refer yoa to the following audioritiet. Platfona, 
Chap. XV5 ^ 2. ^^ |f a church be rent with divisions am<mg themaelvte^ 
or lie under any open scandal, and yet refuse to consolt whh othclr 
churches for healing or removing of the same, it is matter.of just offence 
both to the Lord Jesus and to other churches, as betraying tob kntich 
want of mercy and faithitilness, not to^seek to bind up the breaches and 
wounds of the cbureh and brethren." If it Is an offence to ^ neAise Ih 
consult with other ekittAosy^ fheR^ afertioH^ itii a great t>flnic^ to re- 
fuse the advice which lias been aolicitefh^^Thfe Platibrm connects sy* 
nods and councils together, m the i6th chapter^ entitled, ^^ Of Synods.'' 
The 5th i^ctiott is tlierdbre afqriicable here. ^ The synod'ii directiohs 
and d[eterAiinati(Ais, to fair as consdaant to th^ Word of God, nre to te 
received with reverehee amd mdnniukm^ not bnly for their agrteinent 
dierewith, (whieh is ibie fnin^pal ground thtreof^ dnd without wtiidi 
they buld not at all)) but abb sebondaHly ibr the fyo^nrcr wfaet«by ihey 
are iBiKle, as besag an drdinatlCe of €rod appbinled thereantb in fate 
word^ Atts, XVi" Thejenlbace in a parenthesis reserves the right 
of agrbem^t with advice^ or aceeptanae «f it, to Ihe parties ; but the 
whole aectiaii represents the advice as sanctioned by tKviiie authMty, 
when it is ceoriatent with the word of God.— Of tile AHiel^s, In Vlncli 
Mather tells us there was iti his day « geneNd i^st«1miefi^ tnneng die 
churches, the 4th 16 las follows : ^ £veiy ehareh thbs formed as k peo^ 
pie for iht prUise of God, ougirt, in thiny df eomiHen eonbehi^ irUch 
will affect ^e tra$nquiMit^^ br demand the AcfeibieM^eiliefir, 0^ odter 
ckurcAeM^ booad up in the iatth atad oider of the gospel Mtfatlnm, td 
pay a ^eat regard toiheir trt/otoe> andacsk for it oh ri^curHog occasions.'' 
Art. 1X9 § 4. he says, ^^ The councils in the ehurefa^s ^ N. }£nglai»d 
rarefy nfeet with tf0fi6tdb'o<f0iit frdra the cfaurehes, whdbe^ e^ Ikiive 
been laid before them. — The New fingfish cduaeils have beehgeherai* 
ly so regoiarly oompoiled, and in ^o good a temper, that there Khs bMl 
in them very little occasion for the old complaint, Oameconct'/ttimpan^ 
leiZum/' [every council produces %an]A*4lteferring to proposals which 
had been made for wMitd emmeils Mr )c«nfM>cidfidilii> ^hi^ trnpoaals had 
not been adopted, he says. Art. IX, ^ f, ^ Accordingly, the ditti^ibi^ 
go bn m the methods of Whieh ah act»um Vtegl«^n, %elialii6the IMro- 
toiing of thei^ pr<^sats. Ahd huttiad ^pl^cfei^e b^li^ ^H^d'thM ltd 
keep the stops where it is^ the Spilit of dur SaVibar to d^tisKseffds wilfa^tti^ 

opemtkHQB, that cauncfls rirely Hiiis oif ilieij^ife^M^Miieacy.^''MM^^^ 
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ter churches of Connecticut acknowledge their obligation to regard the 
advice, even of Ministers alone, when convened in council respecu ig 
discord &c. — Heads of Agreement, VI, 3. We agree "thai particular 
churches, their respective elders and messengers, ought to have a ref- 
erential regard to their judgment, so given, and nut dissent therefrom 
without apparent grounds from the word of God. Acts 16. 4, 5. 1 
Cor. 14. 32, 33. Gal. 1. 8. 1 Pet. 4. 11.^'— They have a mode dif- 
ferent from ours, in obtaimng advice. But certainly ours, where par- 
ties select their advisers by mutual consent, must be more agreeabk to 
those who contend for liberty, than a stated council. But hear ihdr 
ideas of obligation to abide by a decision. Articles &c. V.'' That 
when any case is orderly brought before any council of the churches, it 
shall there be heard and determined, which (unless orderly removed 
from thence) shall he ajincd issue^ and all parties therein concerned 
shall sit down and be determined thereby." And the council shall see 
their judgment executed.— Art. VI. " That, if any pastor and churcii 
doth obstinately refuse &c. after due patience used, they shall be repu- 
ted guilty of scandalous contempt, and dealt with as the rule of God's 
word in such case doth provide, and the sentence of non-communioa 
shall be declared against such paster and church. And the churches 
are to approve of the said sentence, by withdrawing from the commun- 
ion of the pastor and church whidi so refuseth to be healed." 
. I conclude, therefore, 'if the minority in the church at N. Yarmouth 
were not bound to go with their brethren, when they, voted to dedicate 
and occupy the new meeting house ; they were so bound after the coun- 
sellors, whom they had agreed in calling, had unanimously and deci- 
sively advised them to go. 

If, previously to this event, they had done wrong in separating from 
their brethren, it follows, that their refusal of such advice aggravated 
their offence. I am, dear Sir, yours, &c. 

LETTER VI. 

The ResuU of the second council^ considered. 
Rev. and Dear Sir^ 

You may be surprised that a second mutual council was acceded to 
by the church, to take into consideration the same general subject, and 
decide anew essentially the same questions. You may suppose, that by 
so doing they abandoned their adherence to. the first result. But it is 
important to remark, that some new events had occurred ; and that their 



«laiicML li w« dftU be Umible to tnd' any aialerai lUflbiieiiMy ifill <iil» 
MO flctavcely fleanne the ckorck fdr consentiiig tfait die eabjwet shmM 
be a second time lisvieirtd ^ aad if it vaa aa emr, it iMdd acrtull^ 
jq>pcar .to He on th.e i^de of forbearance and candor. 

To ha>Te an idea of the situatioii of the parties when this council met^. 
you have only to recollect, that during the intervening- y^ar thf face^pri 
had held separate meetings when they could obtain preachln^i and had 
^eaaoo^ ut'gfed their right td dp !k> \ that some of them had been {aid 
under c6n|iure for not attending worship and communion with the church f 
and that they were all combined in promoting a separation. When the 
jcouncif met, they recognised at once the proceeding^ of the first coun^ 
eil, and made it the basis of their Qwn proceedings. The leading iiiqui- 
Tf t^fpre them fter^ore wa^*^ whether new grievances had igrisen^an^ 
wh^her the merits or circumstances of the dispute were so far changed 
as to jusiify thenn in advising to any different measures, '^heir in^ui* 
ri€fS| however, were pursued in the order of the matters which wer^ lai4 
befbre them. The following paper was presented by those secedera 
wh6 w6re under (Censure in the <;hurch ; and the counpil seem tl) hfivf 
ttfiderstbod'that di the seteders concurred in the general j^incipl^ it 

^The ft^thiMnhAer (Jetttftire of i&lb Church begleave to present R> 
Ihe ticd^ialtical Coimcll now convened the following articlai of griev* 
diice; 

t. *ni^ 9X€ ai^e^^d th'it ttfeii^ request for (fisinissioQ has ndt BeeA 
gf anted, and thbt Aey are titartasbnaldy' required to attend worship in 
tffe new meeting housfe-^ 

% That they have been made the subject of discipline while others 
awa p^fltss^tfby— -^ 

^: That a fbte df Cebsiireifsi^* Been passed a^lnst ^^^ without 
moper and regular trial agileeable to the rules of the Qfospiel and th^ ^ 
vmrial^Ie practice of other phurches— ^ 

4. That great and undue op]position has'b^ m^nifipitfi^ |y ^ ^ 
tabiishment of a religious Society in their neigbborhQod<-vp 

^ Thi^lwi^retandunreasenaWeuifluenoe has bemi etemri' to'f^i^ 
vmnl^r^sB^ fmfi^)i^h^ add Osl^iia l|» 

gl4jiiaednghious«. t 

|||.v|eNrirf4to%PM«il»iHl4^ mTa GM)» 
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svie haiKe freely tinitetf inthkCouneil atid submit cheerfdly all 
•f difference for your «d?ioe ; we believe it.to be oar duty as well as pri- 
>?ilege to maintain the worship of Ood in t he old houM, either wiiile we 
il«taio ourjelatioiu to this church^or as a separate Church. 

■ ■ ■■■ — ■ ' " in 

behalf of the aggrieved orethren." 

t(<Nth-TarEpouth, Dec. 2^h, 1819* 

You will perceive that the first article militates (tirectly with the result 
^f the $rst coMQcil ; and complains of the course which that council had 
advised the church .to pursue. The complaint conuined in the second 
refers to .that, discipline which the church naturally felt bound to insti- 
tute, in consequence of the breach of covenant by the minority ; and 
^eemsto accuse the church of partiality in disciplining them and neg- 
lecting ct^ier offenders. The third complains of informality in the pro* 
ceedings of jthe church. .The fourth a^d fifth complain of unfair and 
unreasonable opposition to their plans for erecting a new society. The 
two last e\idently take it for granted that they were doing right in pro- 
moting the formation of another parish^ which again is directly contrary 
to the opimoQ of the ficsft ^council. Ifkieeiy it uMiy he seen at a glance» 
that a simple compliance with the first result would have prevented aB 
ground foi these grievances. It:jRrcfuld seem that QP e^id^qe j>f aecret 
and undue influence^ in opposition to ^ejr .mef^sures, was ejdubited to 
!thls council ; as they take no notice of tbatcbarge in their resiilt. Qpm- 
paring the articles o/|^ievance witi^ thefacu.of the case, we need not 
ponder that the coiii^cil say, they ^^fu-e unanimously of ojuaion that it 
did not appear that either of theur specifi^caUpns jscyiiutitute^^ Just cause 
of complaint.'V . . , 

After replying to some questions [Mresentedby the cfaarcfai which bfive 
already been noticed, the council proceeded to the|i|ique|lapf }b$ ,9iinor^ 
|ty. They^^d notified the chi^reh.as follows : 

^ We shsU tabmit to the venerable cpuocii to b ^ cpDvened bere next w»ek , 
whether mjiPfsyaltcfod the public wprsbip of Gqd with Ibe Cbapel Society 
without giTiag^offance ; if not* we thall lay before them our request for dia«. 
jnisaal and recommendation* now befbre the oborcb.*^ 

•^ the first inquiry the council reply at 'length, as^gning cogent rea. 
4bns ifor their ojiinion. It witl be aufficient here to quote a few sentences. 
They say they decide this with the same unanimity as the previcHis 
jpcpits. They oot^d dot *a4vise to ttiii step ; '<jfor it wif not ijia^f |o 
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iflp^fr Ant ihU ibeAtaffe wotdd be ii^tttftuetb^. eheii to .all the mhtSb€hi^ 

ID the mmority ; while the majoriiy uton to deprecate ii as among tfa^ 

greateal eVils which coiild befal them." They ask, if a part shall ImT 

separated ibr worship, <* ^hen neither dieh* local' sittiation, nor their di^ ; 

ferenee in religious sentiments, nor their overflowing numbers, eall for 

Such a sephfatToH ?"' For, they add,<< ti is conceife^th&t the aggileved 

members are niot situated so remotely A-om the place in which theiK 

brethren aksenible for divine worship^- ai to render iheir atteif dance,' 

generally, imp^cticable, &c. &c." Th« 6>uncil, << while diey see no 

probable good ^ely f6 result from the mtelure,'' sliy they ^ setiously 

anticipate eVils of m* small magtiltude $ evils*l6 which they can by no' 

means consent to biifcome acceasarjpl'' Their* appifehensions wlBre,' in' 

brief, that the' measure ^ would tend ratlUnrto mdhiply ub6tnictioAs,iblini 

to afford facilities to a future reconciliation;''— -I am-persuaded eveiy iia^ 

partial persbif in' the community will apfirove this opidioii; 

THi^fie remained bat one more subject before the council^ ihi r^<iest- 
of the aggrieved for a disnnssion, to be ofganiaed into a' new church'^ 
The council hesitated longer on this point ; they si^m to have had ayro^ 
pathy'with'tBe mhiority who considered f Aeaisf fe^ir as having ground of 
eomplaint* " But," say they,^ their full conviction of the impropriety 
and inexpediency of sildi a measm^, a^oon^ction which, after an am^ 
pie and solicitous investlgation'Of the subject, was found Va e xistin thir 
nlindsofet^^y memM' of the c'otincil, forbad their yiUding tbthesii feel- 
ings; They are perfectly satisfied, that no reason can be offered, in fii- 
vor of complying fi^th the reqtf^t'ofthe minority, which mi^ht not be' 
urged in (kvor ofaseparationbetWeeh contending parties in a church on 
almost any conceivable occasion. They do not perceive, that any thing' 
is wantmg but tBe'eiTefci'se of a'cfifisdan spuit^ to enable the cliu^ich to 
contintie'and worship together, fa their former united and bappy state* 
Had the hou^e of 6bd been originally placed in its present situation, it 
Will not be ptetended'that this church and society could' not now conven" 
iently asSeixfole there' for pubUt'worship. The council cannot see, thaf 
either the receiit chang<^ in the place of won^ip, or any other existmg' 
circumstances which have come to their koowledgej is now sufficierit to^ 
justify a separation.^ 

Fully believing that if their tjord were pc^rsonalty amortg them, fie* 
would command the mihority to return at once into the bosom of the 
church, and reprove diem for not djUgendy s^king the things thai maksr 



4i(y b» dUcctioi^r ^^ haio% xubiirit ta hig nptmAJ^ Tbjoy^ i^P^ 
a^ f ^ fpoiwide^ H^t minpalf aocept t^ip Mwdli we iMtriie the dHtfch 
to i?c^^ thpB joyittUyy w^ tp rf^sUmrtblW » \w^ »^ In dpf^qiiiitof 

1^ carnal mr^ aottpialy vfPf nplkil wi taHtf in anigni^ic^Mg- 
tfpKWW «|94nit a iMfNuratipa in ^ther <^ihe feripi pnposed. JBui jl40^ 
^IqM diefiKtMf tbeefne, I deublaot you wiH My jffplify thmr lupr 
giWW> jHid admt. the fime of tbpjr repyons. VI Imdn^Ae^ if^k* 
f^noad yott) A*l the oooirovansr waf pr«i(a«(a4 ^tmc Aod two yiiiP 
l^oi94^HrM>70tt wouUdottlrtIwll^f9iMly to oicpfl^ yiap # 
fill turoiiiiatioii a few days after thji lamk wap fi^ntd. Xm wmM 
afty^tbe aiisMmlir oaMOtfierawt^aiaee tfe^ ka^gB nmhml cmwik^ nt» 
loaf iMMKiOga a«id patiem dalHieratfoiia, and wUhperfM tiMwM^i 
have decided tbat they have »q eoiiie of y i et a nw | thM Aqpiit to- 
taUy mon^ ifl seekiag a sepanaionifi anythaiw; iteilMr dv^ <o ra- 
tam 4oi€Uy aad p^acertly to d» kosom af dia dMittii ia pariHtt^> 
clear. 

Such is tbesahstance of the r^sdU gives iiy thaaeated flaoilsiL b 
takes tiie same greued as ihe first ; aad detsa min e s , ao'lli aa IhIhmii- 
impaslial advice can do it, tbat the amofi^ liai •• aaa aa ft l f eaupiriiil, 
aad dmefore no plea for causing ffismnae- 

I am, Rev. Sir, your iUMid aad traMiff • 

LETTER VIL 

lUc^fifn^ oftkB aiwic^ of tkc second CoMpailly ike mmori^ 
JBea* and Degr Sir, 

you have been informed that the aecond pooncil succeeded no better 
than, the firsti in persuading the minority to abandgn their plan of a^ 
session, and return to the ohuroh. About six weeks alter they fectivr 
ed the result, they informed the church in.wriUng tbat they refused to. 
accept it. This paper contains a# full an expression of thHr vievs,- 
made by themselves, as any document in my possession. I therefore 
piresent it to you entire, except the names of those who snbsciibed it* 

*^ To the first Church of Christ in NortM-Ywmmdh - 
Bt\ethren, 

it has become unnecessary to say to you that, froiti iha c mnm enoey 
qwnt of oar difficulties to' the present time, we haft heea settftljr Mod 



e» wbhk biMr(Btafett» pbee 19 ibevfMiamAkd feelkigk of cmt^cbrirtiaai 
fi>iaiMk$>iii' rahlipfi to tbeMrtter* ia dkipttftew We have mn the UnoUH' 
9!iBy 9fi9Hr fallMra IbrrtduKi | cadlbaidirmid distraotloii dllhietf'ovter AN^ 
puriili ; pe«Q« wd- JianHoiiy dMaayeA^ aiid««tr mpuUidoii ttsaSed 
aod W9Mdlri. We hsive made jr^ptAled cfcrtvu MsfOM kit karnkmjr 
and #Nelr9 but iMVirt MM. Wel>eli6vewobaf»d*ni^ all tlmt r^asba 
and^tice wonUbdamandy witb<Mit«»abaadoniiieurtffM for whfoli wid^ 
h««is eQMHilkd^ We bave oftnred 14 tK^ride tht iMmMf> ;• but- no m>' 
rificft^'VOiaUrb^.aeoepiMfi, JMthkig. m eodddoMuMefSftm^Miemica^ 
ialilii^biit 80 mtif»ftnd confkteminmdef of ati'tilitijiis t9^ d|[^ Hfewi of 
tb»iM$fitify. Tiibire eonU aaC!><lo; Wbtifidififer^ hav« poituad a 
dMtittct ol^t^ W« havf ooiisidei«d'itt» bo oar dsty, to maiwtafai the 
wwiUp^ielQpd»;irilfaitblmiBoitt}r«^ amf^ 

a» ip«i-jaatpl'9cdcibla^ to^um a Mj^ataie piansh a«d ehardi there; The * 
fotHMTvif aedoaa^iitlitd ; the otfaei iviict ym^ It 4» ^Uknoihi toyoa>' 
BretbMif wivit att uafaappyaiid distreAed sltoelldiiire atrplticled id, by 
your reAoalr to disnttss^vii aad inatdtutiag discq^lme with seterd of our 
iMoibav oMiah ta> oliP-fiMl 

I» oMeB4» iwpove these • eiitft^ of trotable) etitf 0|ieir a tray folr our 
dbaMinoa aid a«lar|^iBea^ we ooti^eiiied 4:0^ unite mcouneU at ddi^ 
tiBMf^(9«eohflr€h trnttotSs*} 

VfmmlSk nev eeinMar their residi, and aihwer it accorffing to tW 
dktililn'ctf «fiMr.own.awdMtaiidleig% In pitriHiing our inquiries in rela- 
ti8«Mo\b«lF4r<iiik^^ff»4ia^;«ild<ttTeiired to guided by a sincere de* 
are to Icnow the truth and the path of d'aty^ bow crossing and self-deny* 
ing' thit'tnigfal plio^ to* be. By a particular afod iiice' inquiry, and the 
peediMr spt»iti)f the i^eHttlr^ vft ari^'constAtned to believe'that the couh- 
cB^Uate'inSitikkeiithe intentibny and' views of the aggHeyed. We did 
alit^ililiitif^lo'th^ cdntfider^^ atid sktvlc^ whether or not wb should 
eoni^iJ^Ate newhtMM^ bttt sotai^ dfu!^ desired advice I'espectihg the 
diiel)$Bte ^ ehui^h' had tinisthuted' with them; 

Oftfevd of us^ wh«tfaef n^em^l attend pubtib wbi^Mp wfth the dhap^ 
el S^dety ; and if ifhat could not be granted, we all wished to be^ 4is^ 
BflasedF^tli^weitfightbe Ibrmedihtd'acharebin the Chapel Socfety; 

It was rMtt6 be expected thatthi!^ cbuticll Wodld be able tdefiedf 
wtaitifie Arnier eouticil could not db ; nbr did we wa'nt advied oA A^^ 
aasne^pMicriiaf*; OorpUiiirwefeftoo for settled and'Ui&tured; td'lte 
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tffilttly laid aside 4 4Wr viavs of duty tdo firmly eitabllaliedi lo fatf dt«^- 
ed wi.hout evident cause. Notwitfafstanding the council, in th^ retolc, 
do not coilsider our matters of grievance ds sufficient to constitute a just 
caose of complaint; and as they have not brought to our view any 
wel^ty reasons why they do not constitute a just cause of gsief i-and 
as they bare failed to convince us that our complaints 9ire all imaj^na* 
ty and arise solely from a want of a christian spirit ; and $& they have 
not removed one cause of grief ; we still feel them to exist irith iiicreaia* 
ing force. We believe our cause to be good. We are Contending lor 
the exercise of a moral and christian right, secured to us by ^ laws of 
God and man. The couOcili when speaking of ieparalion, say^ tlmt 
there was a conflict between their feelings and convictions* Their feel- 
ings plead powerfijQy in favour of complying with the vequest of the 
mbority. But their convictiont of the impropriety andidexpe^ncy of 
auch<a measure dee. forbad their yielding to these feelings. Thqr coold 
perceive nothing wanting, but the exercise of a christian tplrit, to ena- 
ble the church to worship together. They therefore could not ad^rise to 
a separation. In coming to this condosion, they derived much light 
fromconndering what the scriptures would warrant them to bdieve 
Christ would say to the church, were be here visibly present They 
believe he would say to the Church, live in peace, drc* and that he would 
command the minority to return at once into its bosom, and use their 
utmost exertions to promote iu peace i(nd prosperity s and that he 
would, with the severity of grieved and oSended love, reprove them for 
neglecting diligently to seek the things that make for peace, anil thtnga 
wherewith one may edify aoothei^ 

We believe these refN-oofs misapplied, unless it be proved that the 
obligations of minorities are absolute, to acquiesce in majorities who ue 
Ihe aggressors. Did the minority stir up this strife and contention ? Did 
tiiey, by going about to alter the place of worship, disturb the peace and 
tranquillity of the church ? Certainly^ot. We cannot but believe, that 
the great religious interests of this church and people were hid from the 
knowledge of die council. We have believed the great interests of religion 
would have been promoted by a separation, and turned out to the fuf 
theraace of the gospel among this people. We sincerely deprecate the 
concurrence of circumstances, which renders this measure necessary.^^ 
Events over which we have had no control, and for consequences we 
ace not accountable, have taken j^ace in such a manner as to call forth. 



oar warmett «jBtapprobatioii and solemn protest. Therefore we cannot 
accept the result of council of Peq. 29) 30, 1819>to make itthebasb of 
our fntore conduct. 

We enjoy equal laws, and equal liberty. We believe we have a gos* 
pel and a legal right, to be constituted a separate church. In the conclu- 
sion, we entreat our brethren in the majority) not to destroy those with 
their meat, for whom Christ died. 

Wishing you graces mercy and peace from our Lord Jesus Christ, we 
subscribe ourselves your afflicted brethren in the faith.'' 

[Subicribed by tea ttale members.] 

North-Yarmouth, Feb. 21, 1820. 

I leave this doeument without comment ; that if it contains argumenti 
or reasons in justification of its authors, they may remain in their fuU 
force upon your mind. I shall only attempt te^ settle jm^fadf con* 
cemlng which there has been some misapprehension. 

You observe that in this paper the minority-say, <^ We are constrain- 
ed to believe the council have mistaken Ae intentions ^ views of the ag* 
grieved. We did not submit to their connderadon & advice, whether or 
sot we should come to the new house." And in a note appended to a snb* 
sequent result, it is asserted, (apparenUy co th^ authority of 1^ minori- 
ly,) ^^ the only question referred to that coimcil [tbe %d mutual] by tbe 
present members of the chapel church, wasj whether they were Uam^ 
worthy for occasionally attending another meeting.'^ With these, asser- 
tions kc us compare tbe following extracts. > In church meetuig Dec. SO. 
1819| it was usaniniously voted, ^ to unite in a mutual cooncil, to lay 
bebte them off the d^ficvliiet in this cbnrch since the result of Hb^ 
council in NoiV. 1818, for them to advise thereon." To this proposal 
the nuQori^ aoceded, or no council eouM'^have beca called. On the 
next day, three of their nnmber seat to the. church (be .foUowing liote. 
^ We shall submit to the venerable coanei), to be convened here neii 
.week, whether w%may attend the pubUc worship ef-God with the Cha]^ 
.cl soeie^ widKNit fivi«gjofienfie i if not, we shall lay before them nor 
request for dtaBiMal and recoattnendatioo now before the chorch.^'^* 
Sttiq[)oae they made xAf^Maaog to the genendi lehis an whkh the ckurdi 
tedstated tfaeaubject to be referred ; take only their own note, and say 
jf .the 4ecisioB of thoa^ qnestiena wooid not neeessatily hivofare an tnqni- 



ty into M th« sal^aets to whieb ite ompDql^Ml rttm^»initf all viwh 
the churcli comprehfoded in Aeir vote» 

I ^, Rer. Sir, your friend and brpthcsr* 

LETTER Vtn. 

Jiepr0c$nii$ig0 ^ Ae w^fMfrtr emmtU exmnmtwf^ 
Rev. and Dear Sir^ 

After l!he refusal of the minority to acieept the reanft OJT Are «)e»md 
eooncily there was but little change of drcamstanees before they called 
a council thamavlvei^' bg^ wMch Ih^ wart organised into a separate 
church. Before that refusal the chapfl parLih had been incorporafod by 
the legislature. They repeated iheir applications for dbmissiony in pur- 
PMRtee of thnr plan of dfatvgarding Ae advice of tht! two cemtfCfb ; the 
dnireh, id aoetN^kmce a^tfa diose resuitfty perslited in reluslttg tbiem. 

The resukof die er-parte^oonncHis langi and cannotbe iO fiUjjrex* 
amined as I could wish. The prindptd' te^dr will be diseusieiA. 

31iy jmraeafecf tmCAoui^^ fSbe eoltteiir of Ifo^ They notified 

■^e churchy and a comMittee appeared Mbrethem. TkeiS comoSttee, 
' asyttu may well suppose, did net acknowtedge-theinwi a couneil^ hav- 
ing any proper cogni^anteof the subjects pcesented to- tilem 8y the 
BhM^ty^ Tbey uiformed them of the faets, thai two molUiil cenmdis 
bad been held, whose advioe the diorch had aoeepted aad die oeeedci* 
wjected ; that some of the- aggrieved were umfereensorey and most If 
sot all bad violated an expi«ss provision of thdr eovenaat by foesaking 
tbfe worship in eommunioa wItHrthem.; and chat the diorch did net con- 
sent to disndsstfaen; Yet the council proceeded to oijgaalae' tlfe ag- 
giaeved, mtluiut dhrmissionS| and without theeonseae of tho dUvA. 

3%iy virtuaOy decided m tdSike hadkkgp9iHi$ m^dkjfuie\ M# re- | 
parsed the deehnmoftkeiw^muualeoimM. I am aware' dial diey 
«alt ithoie eooneib respectabfe. I know diey said> ^ W« do n«t eonsld- 
tr oomdves called on thisocoasian to go into an eaanslMMdonef thelat^ 
nahappy diftrenoes re$pectia|f the nemoval of the piMe of paMii^ W0^ 
Mf^ I know thty navfow down the bosiAesa beArtf ibem to^jMs ^ oa- 
•fy ^pealion/' *^ SbM the teethmi win have mqttonied it bo diinad|Nd 

fiMS the cinirdi, and ot^anlced iMO a diatiaot JMy, w P^'' Tbu<9 
wrath ST. aiagk brush of the hand, all the adviceof the pneoadftaf 'icoaadb 

la flsiepi anteyj as faavitt|:no aoaevan' wilk dislr feaieai boslnnis. We 
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have Been their wordi ; but we must inquire what were their deeds, — 
Ndtwitfastanding they thtls disclaimed interference, they in fac^ proceed* 
ed to decide on the merits of the whole controversy. They took mem- 
bers from the first church without the consent of that church, and against 
the advice of two mutual councils. They doubtless had some reason 
for this proceeding. What could that be, but a belief that the church 
had oppressed them, and that the secession of the minority was justifia^ 
ble ? Would they have taken such a decisive step, unless their opinions 
had been adverse to the decision of the preceding councils ? It was out 
of their powet to decide more explicitly on the grand points in debat e 
Thus six men, caTled together by the seceders, decide without examin- 
ation the great question, respecting the propriety of a division of the 
church on account of the Erection of the new house. In such circum- 
stances they reverse the decision, given at two different periods by 
twenty-two men, who were mutually chosen, and who did investigate the 
evidence which appKed to the questions before them. Must they not 
have been under some mistake, when they supposed they were freed 
from the responsibility of this action, by saying they had nothing to do 
with it ? 

TkHt tUtenipt to avoid the imputation of being an exparte council 
entirety fails. In their result, they disclaim both the appellation of 
mutual and exparte^ and assume that of an organizing council. They 
were not called by the church and the seceders in concert. They were 
net called by the seceders to give any advice respecting former difficul- 
ties. They consider " those differences as forever at an end,'' They 
affect to consider the persons trho called them together, as in the same 
sitnation ^th those in a new settlement. They ^^ consider themselves 
of the same nature as the council which was called in N. Yarmouth in 
1730, to organize the first church that was ever gathered there ; and the 
same kind of council which is always called to organize new churches." 
Though they add respecting the church, ^^ We are willing they should 
give us what style they please." — An impartial public will give them 
the style of exparle. They were certainly invited by the seceders on- 
ly ; they decided on matters of controversy between them and the 
church ; the seceders were by no means in the usual situation of persons 
who wish to be organized into a church, being members of another 
church, and having no dismissions. 

They were an exparte council, and ac^e^ as such ; but they had not 
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as such a legitimate existence. I believe the Cumberland Associating 
when the church asked their advice m reference to the situation into 
which this exparte council had thrown them, stated correct views which 

cannot be shaken. 
I shall here state their views nearly in their own words. 
"jTbe asaociation believe the following priociplea are warranted by scripture, 
andt are well established by i\iefarmularUs and the practice of Congregational 
churcfaeSi^ 

1. By uniting with a church, a m?|jS^3 two dlsUnct covenant engage - 
ments ; one with God, the other wiUi the brotherhood. By the latter, he 
engages to walk with the church in worship and ordinances ; to submit to 
their discipline ; and be roled by the majority in all minor and prudenjiar 
matters ; from which covenant, as in all others between two parUes, hean- 
toot be released, but in consequence of the violation of the covenant oft the 
pait of the church, or by their consent — 

2. A congregational church retains the power of disciplining Hs own mcn»- 
hers; but is under obligation to maintain communion with other churches^ 
by looking to them for advice in all difficult cases—- 

3. It clearly results from these principles, that no man er body of men can 
take members out of the hands of the ohnrch, or interfere with their diacir 
pline, without their consent : except it be a body competent ta decide wheth- 
er the church have violated their covenant with aggrieved members. 

4. Mutual councils, when they may be had, are the only bodies competent 
to decide in cases of variance between a church and any of its members ; 
whose decision and advice, it is a christian duty to observe.*' 

This is evident from the fact, that our whole system refuses to acknowl- 
edge any court except a reference. A reference must be by mutual consent 
If or»c party, in the first instance, may select their referees, they attempt to 
obtain a partial decision in theri own favor, and at once abandon the princi- 
ples of equal rights. A mutual council is a fair tribunal. I have already 
considered the duty of following the advice, which the parties have agreed in 
asking. 

" 5. Exparte councils, therefore, cannot be recognized, when a mutual 
council has been had, and the party convoking the sxparte council has not 
complied with their result."— This implies, that one party may call a council 
by themselves, if tlte other refuses a mutual reference. But it condemns the 
practice of a partial reference, without first attempting to gain the concur- 
rence of the adverse party. It also contends that a party who has coiisented 
to a mutual council, and who has refused to comply with their advice, deprives 
himself of his right to an esparU reference. And wbftt can be more equita- 
ble ? If he has had the jurisdiction and decisio^^the proper court, the im 
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imrtial tribunal; if he reyolts froni tkeir award ; may he then appeal to the 
inferior court, to the tribunal of his eim exehuive choice ? If he may, I kooir 
not who may fail of carrying^ his point, and maintaining his cause. 

*< 6. When, according to the preceding* principles, an exparte council is 
properly called, they are a body competent to decide, after full inyestigation* 
whether a church has yiolated their brotherly covenant." 

If these principles are correct^ we need not be surprised t' .at the As- 
sociation deemed the members of the Chapel churcb, so called, to be 
<< members still of the first charch| and subject to its discipline.^' As the 
secedershad been indulged by the church with two mutual councils^and 
had rejected both their unanimous results, they had clearly deprived 
themselves of the right to seek exparte advice. If, as their council say, 
the iace of things had been materially altered after the session of the se- 
cond council ; if an entirely new question had arisen ; it was the duty 
of the seceders to propose to the church a mutual reference. They did 
not propose it, but called an expafte council to dismiss and organise 
them. It follows from the principles stated that this exparte council had 
no l^itimate existence or authority ; of course their acts were null and 
void, and the Chapel church had no right to expect an admission to the 
sisterhood of churdies. As this convention was not formed en the prin- 
ciples of scripture or the platform, I give them the appellation of council 
only by way of cour$esy, as they claim it to themselves, and as it is ac- 
corded to them by the persons who invited them. I call them eocparte ; 
because, Uikej were a council in any sense, they were evidently of that 
character. 

Was the principal reofon, hy which the exparte councHJuetified their 
proceedings^ a valid one f The reason to which I refer Is the incorpo- 
4*ation of the Chapel parish, in the bounds of which the seceding members 
of the church resided. They say, they view the " late unhappy differ- 
ences as forever at an end by this incorporation.'' They consider it as 
^'presenting the seceding members with a fair opportunity to separate from 
the church, if they see fit, according to established ecclesiastical usage." 
They farther speak of ^^ the invariable practice wherever a new town or 
parish has been incorporated," for the church members included in it 
to call a council to organize a new church, without consulting '< even the 
church to which they belonged ; and this «vhether difficulties had pre- 
viously existed or not." — ^I apprehend the correct^ if not invariable, 
practice is for a council w ^led to receive regular dismissions of the 
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members, either by the voluntary consent of the church or by tbe 
sanction of a|mutual council, ifthechurdi had been unwilling to dismiss 
them ; or by the decbion of an exparte council, if the church had re^ 
fused both to dismbs them and also to refer the subject. But in this 
case, the church had not dismissed the seceders, nor consented that the 
council should take them ; mutual councib had decided against their 
dismission ; and after the incorporation of the new parish, the seceders 
had not proposed a reference. The council then assumed an authority 
which was not assigned them by our formularies, nor by any respecta- 
ble precedent. — But it seems members so situated may call their own 
council and be organized, ^^ whether difficulties had previously existed, 
or not.'' This must be accounted a very sweeping principle indeed. 
If members are under censuie, even for immoralities ; if they spurn the 
discipline of the church and the advice of impartial councib ; if they 
can obtain an incorporation with others into a parish ; then they are 
free. They may call their own council. Thb council may say they 
have no concern with differences ; but decide without examination that 
the minority are right. They may, in defiance of churches and councils 
and covenants, dismiss them and give them a regular organization. 
This may be done ; but if it b allowed, there is an end to discipline, 
and fellowship, and order, and peace. — But does the incorporation of 
a town or parish justify the organization of a church within its bounds ? 
It may be an occasion for adopting such a measure ; but certainly can- 
not justify irregular proceedings in its accomplbhment. It b in our day 
so easy for persons to procure incorporations, I should think neighbor- 
ing churches in council would not deem the simple fact of an incorpora- 
tion alone, a sufficient reason to justify the division of one church for 
the formation of another. It appears to me that a council should weigh 
the question well. There may have been very improper proceedings 
in obtaining a separate parish. The applicants should certainly be re- 
leased from their covenant with the church, in some way which our 
principles and practice recognize. A council should inquire whether 
the new society are likely to be able to support the ministry ; and wheth- 
er they will or will not leave the old church weak and unable to do the 
same. It is not expected that a legislature will consider all these topics ; 
though some of them surely come within their cognizance. But it ought 
to be expected of the members of a church, and of ecclesiastical coun- 
cils, that they will examine. In this case, however, there b no necessi- 
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ty for taking a wide range to show the futility of the plea used by the 
council. It is a maxim in law^4hat no man may take advantage of his 
own wrong. He may not do an injury, and plead it as a justification 
of farther measures. The council justify the formation of a new church 
by the incorporation of the new parish. Whether the erection of the 
parish were right or wrong, it is alone a sufficient reason for forming a 
church. Now I should think sufficient evidence has appeared in this 
discussion, to shew that there was no imperious call for a new parish ; 
that the whole society might have gone to the new house, without any 
unusual sacrifice. But, whether the measure was called for or not, the 
incorporation was obtained with the active concurrence of the seceding 
members of the church. I know they say they were impelled by oth- 
ers ; that there were men in the parish who would never go to the new 
house ; that these were determined on having preaching in the old 
bouse ; and that they thought it so important to secure a fathfiil minister 
in their neighborhood, if there must be a separate meeting, that they 
were in a sense compelled to fall in with them. I do not wish to gain- 
say these assertions. There may have been a concurrence of circum- 
stances like these, which at that time had great weight on their minds. 
I pretend not to have an intimate knowledge of the thoughts and debates 
which may have existed among them in relation to the question. But I 
feel it my duty to place a few facts before you. I must inform you that 
some members of the church were leading men In society ; as much so 
as any who were eventually comprised in the Chapel parish. I believe 
I may say, more influential than any out of the church. Whether their 
utmost endeavors, if they had been so exerted, could have brought the 
seceding parishioners to the new house, is perhaps impossible to deter- 
mine. That they would have done well to attempt it ; and to have 
gone themselves, even if a few should have refused, I make no doubt. 
But, Sir, they were members of the church who signed the protest to the 
parish declaring, ^^ No power on earth shall compel us to follow, &c," 
They were church members who, so early as 1818, were active in get- 
ting up a petition for a new parish. They were church members who 
united with the parish which was formed under the religious freedom 
act. They were church members certvinly, who step by step refused 
the advice they had solicited, saying, we comply till the way shall be 
opened " for our relief.'' Church members were foremost in procur- 
ing separate meetings and attending them. Church members assisted 



46 

and took the lead in all the measures, which resulted in obtaining an act 
of the Generd Court. They were church members who told the church, 
in reference to the advice of the second Council, [which met before the 
incorporation J ^^ We have considered it to be our duty to maintain the 
worship of God with the minority of the parish in the old house, and as 
soon as practicable to form a new parish and church there,^^ They 
farther said, ^ it was not to be expected that this council would be able 
to effect what the other council could not do ; nor did we want advice oa 
the same particulars. Our plans were too far settled and matured to 
be easily laid aside ; and our views of duty too firmly establbhed, to be 
altered without evident cause." I cannot myself explain all these facts, 
without being convinced that some of the brethren of the church were 
leaders, in all the principal measures which led to the incorporation of 
the parish. If that was a wrong measure, it was a wrong they had 
done ; and therefore they could npt rightfully plead it in justification of 
other measures. In fact, the plea is simply this ; *^ We have contended 
against the majority for a long time, and have i^r^rat'fec? before the leg- 
islature — and this success is a reason why we should prevul in forming 
a church also." The exparte council gave their sanction to the plea ; 
and thereby as far as their conduct may become a precedent, they said 
to any contending party whatever, ^ Only persevere, and bring the legis- 
lative authority to uphold you, and all ecclesiastical order shall be broken 
up to give you relief.' You will now judge. Sir, whether the incorpora- 
tion of the Chapel parish, procured in great measure by the seceding 
brethren themselves, was alone a sufficient reason to justify the council 
in proceeding. You will judge how much that single fact is entitled to 
weigh against the advice and persuasions of the two mutual councils. 
You may possibly think, with some others, that as it was procured hy 
their agency, it was but an aggravation of their offence. 

2^ authorities J cited by the exparte council^ do not apply to the 
case. To corroborate their argument drawn from the incorporation of 
the parish, and in support of their assertion that in such cases it b the 
^' invariable practice" to form a new church, the council say, ^^ It is 
true they [the seceding brethren] are not far removed into the wilder- 
ness ; but in their view circumstances call for these new arrangements. 
It is allowed in Mather's Ratio Disciplinae, that not only the inhabitants 
of a new plantation may form a new church, but that ' churches may 
grow to such circumstances that it may be for the general interest to 
have a new church formed.' We suppose this to be the case here." I 
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refer you to the evidence adduced in former letters^ that you may judge 
whether this quotation applies. If growth in numbers or territorial ex- 
tent is intended^that surely was not the case in N. Yarmouth. If other 
^^ circumstances" are intended, you will be able to judge whether any 
such existed here. Possibly they supposed the general jpeace required 
the measure. But if so, could that be promoted by such irregular pro- 
Gee dings ? 

However, Mather bad reference solely to the growth oft parish in num- 
bers, or extent of territory. The quotation is from Ratio DU, Article 1 , 
entitled ** The Gathering of a Church." The whole sentence is in these words • 
^ A number (^christians, either swarmed into a new plantation, or finding 
the church to which they have beloDged» grown to such circumstances, that 
it may be for the genered advantage to have a new church formed in the 
neighborhood, first settle their number, and assure themselves that their 
number is competent and resolved for the undertaking." I^ naming other 
steps to be porbued, he says, " Uie men — are usually such as are already th» 
members of other churches ; and obtain an aUonancefrom the eaid churdus 
for them to bear a part in this action ; which allowance is usually signified in 
« written vutrument,^* Here is no allusion to circumstances of discord, ren - 
dering separation expedient. Here ie an allusion to overflowing numbers, 
and to the ** general advantage," and to an ^ allowance" from the churchy 
which render the quotation totally inapplicable to the seceders at North Tar- 
mouth. 

Again, in reference to the difficulty that the seceders had no regular 
dismissions, the council say, *^ It is true also that, in ordinary cases, 
when new churches are to be formed, the church or churches to which 
any of the members may have belonged do dbmiss such members in an 
orderly and peaceful manner. But when they refuse, without assigning 
sufficient reason therefor, the council convened by the brethren have 
power to dismiss them. In proof of this, we cite the Ratio Disciplinse, 
page 138. ^^ Accordingly, when a persdn judges that he can with more 
edification enjoy the blessings of the new covenant in another society 
than that with which he has hitherto walked, except the society have any 
just exception against his judging so, he does well to a^h his dismission^ 
and they of whom he does ask it ought then to give it ; if they refuse^ a 
council of neighbor churches applied unto may order it." — ^For sever- 
al reasons, this authority doe3 not apply to this case. It relates in the 
Ratio simply to an individual^ proposing to remove his relation to a so- 
ciety and church already existing. It has no hearing upon a question of 
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this magnitude, where a church is to be divided and lose a lai^ proper^ 
tion of its members, and where the propriety of organizing a distinct 
church b to be determined. Again, if it apply to this case, it must jus- 
tify the '^ council of neighbor churches'' in '^ ordering" the removal o( 
the applicants, before they had proposed a mutual council to the church ; 
but Mather requires that aggrieved members should first make such pro- 
pcisal, and if refused they may then ask advice separately. Ratio, p . 
153. Finally, the quotation itself is no authority for the step taken^ if 
<' the society [church] had any just exception against the aggiieved 
brethren's " judging" that they ought to remove./ You know how^ ma- 
ny mutual councils had believed the church had such just exception, and 
what were the grounds of their belief. If the seceders had reason to 
judge, that they could ^^ with more edification enjoy the blessings of the 
covenant" in anew church state, one would suppose their reluct&nce to 
be at peace on the plainest principles must hate been the cause. But 
would such a plea avail before an impartial council ? WiU il aivail be* 
ibre the impartial tribunal of their final Judge ? 

The last mutual council, Which introduced the Chapel churdi to the 
fellowship of the first church, disallowed the proceedings of the exparte 
council. They were satisfied that the seceding members *^ were charge- 
able with an iri^gularity, in proceedmg to call a council to form them 
&c." under the existing circumstantes. They judged, ''that there was 
an obvious precipitancy and irregularity in the measures pursued by the 
seceding members, in order to their being organized as a church." By 
accepting this result, the Chapel church has acknowledged the '' irregu- 
larity" of their first formation. That point, therefore, may be consider- 
ed as settled by the consent of all parties. I know not indeed, that the 
gentlemen who composed the exparte council have ever disannulled or re- 
called the act ; a course which I think I should feel myself under obliga- 
tions to pursue, if I had been concerned in a similar transaction. I think 
however they must regret, that they did not hesitate when the church re- 
fused to dismiss the aggrieved, and at least advise to a mutual reference 
under the new circumstances in which they believed the seceders were 
placed. Probably such a course might have procured a regular and 
peaceable separation ; for the church weire, at that period, willing the seced- 
ers should go, rather than live in contention, or be blamed for holding 
them when they desired to go. They only wanted some fair opportuni- 
ty to release them, without violating their covenant, disregarding advice, 
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fend setting at nought the primary rules of ecclesiastical order* 
A« the irregularity of this proceeding is now confessed^ you may 
think I have dwelt too long upon the doings of the exparte council. I 
have done it, not to expose the council or the Chapel church ; but to set 
up the proceeding as a caveat to those who may hereaAer fall into sim- 
ilar circumstances. It is a lamentable instance of the slender principles 
on which m^n will justify important and irretrievable steps, when their 
ftelings are strongly enlisted. 

I am, Rev. Sir^ your friend &c. 

LETTER IX. 
Rev. and Dear Sir, 

As the act of the church in ezduding the seceders will be more con- 
veniently discussed out of its place in chronological order, I shall pass it 
by for the present I shall ^nd it necessary to examine the doings of 
the last council minutely and freely ; and that you may be able to judge 
^vhether I do it fairly, I here present you with their result entire, ex- 
cept the introduction ; and also the letter missive, by which they were 
invited. 

THX LETTER UT88IVS. 

" T»€ Chapel Churchy and the First Church of Christ in North Year- 

mouth to the Church in , Greeting. 

Rev. and Beuiykd, 

A 

The parties that address you hare been in a state of unhappy dissentios 
and alienation for nany roootbs. The one which bears the desigoation of 
Chapel Church was separated from the First Charch, and- organised, aboat 
two years since ; but upon principles not acknowledged by said first churchy 
as agreeable to the gospel, or to Ecclesiatical usage ; consequently no reli- 
gious fellowship or communion has since existed between them, much to the 
grief of the friends of Zion, and to the great injury ef the cause of Christ.— 
Strong desires baring recectly arisen for a reconciliation, the First Church 
has, on a proposal of the Chapel Church made through the mediation of the 
church in Falmouth, williogly consented to refer all difficulties subsisting be- 
tween them to the decision of an Ecclesiastical council mutually chosen by 
the parties ; they, after a full heariag', to determine, on what condUiona the 
Chapel Church shaU he a regular iitl&r church enUtled to the feUcwship of the 
firU church. 

In this conununication the parties are muteaily allowed the designatlpns 
which they claim to themselves respectively, with a perfect anderstanding 
that neither hereby givea up the principles upon which they haye acted. In 
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Ibii pneeediag thej waive tbeir differanoet of opiaioD till tbo wmcil Aall 
meet, with the hope and expectation that harnony will be restored ; aod'with 
the pinrpcie of maktsg raoh coDceesioDf, as the council shall advise. 

We have anitedly fixed opon Wedaesday the 2$d day of May next, by the 
leave of Provideoce, for the ooDveniog^ of the coancil ; and you are respecl- 
Ihlly requested to be present by your Elev. Pastor and dele^te, or delegates, 
on said day. 

The council are requested to meet at the new Meeting House at S o'clock 
F. M. to proceed to the business to be then and there laid before them. 

It is odr earnest desire that you would not fail to attend. We trust the op • 
orations of the Holy Spirit among as during the last six months have in aooe 
measure prepared our minds te perform our duty, however humiliatiiig of 
•elf -denying. And yet the difficulties are of such a nature, that they cannot 
well be adjusted without a council. For though we might agree on what 
terms we would be at peace, yet the difficulties have a further extent, and 
have interrupted the peace of the churches through a considerable portion of 
the State. But if they should be settled here by the doings of a council, it 
would be satisfactory to all concerned, whether ministers or churches. We 
do think the providence of God is now inviting you to be the happy instru- 
ments of olesibg wounds in the body of Christ, which, alas, have already bled 
too long. 

Praying that you may be divinely directed to such a result, as shall great- 
ly promote the glory of God, the prosperity of religion, and the peace and 
harmony of the churches in this vicinity ; and wishing you grace, mercy and 
peace from Grod our Father, and our Lord Jesus Christ, we subscribe our- 
selves. Tour brethren in the faith of the Gospel. 

NOAH CRESET, in hOvaXf of Ihe Chapei CktifA. 
ASA CUMMINGS) in behalf of lAe First Oairdi. 

North Tarmonth, April 24, 1829." 

RESULT OF COUNCIL, MAT, \W^ 

After the usual introduction, the result thus proceeds : 

** Various communications were then made by both parties illostimtiTe of 
the state of facts ; and such explanations given, and remarks made» at th9 
council desired, or the parties thought proper. 

After a long and patient hearing, in which both parties condnoted wH^ 
great propriety, and mutual candor, the communications to the oounctly 
were, by mutual consent, closed. The council and the parties tfpeo nnited 
in prayer for the blessing of God to rest upon tbeir labors. 

The council then retired, and after long, mature and prayerful d^ibeff- 
tion, eame unanimously to the following Result 

The case submitted to this council, is a case of uncommon moment and 
difficulty, and embarrassed with a rariety of painful circumstances. It 
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wise imrolret principleiy on which the [partiei at Tariance hare alraady n- 
eeived ^e jadgvient of two respectable eecledastical councils, mntaally 
chosen. To discuss and decide anew, principles thas settled, this council 
deem neither expedient nor right* It is our duty, not to rejudge the jodg* 
ment of our brethren, who have preceded us, but to treat it with respectful 
ileierence, to consider it as, in a degree, giring character to the merits of 
the case, and to the conduct of the parties concerned ; in short, to adhere to 
it in forming our own decisions, unless reasons^ strong and palpable, should 
dictate a different course. 

In reyiewiog the series of transactions which have been disclosed hj the 
statements and representations of the respective parties, the council will not 
deny that each party may have been governed by motives which to itself ajfH 
peered justifiable. We trust that neither has intentionally trampled on the 
sacred rules of the gospel, or the wholesome and long established usages of 
onr churches. But we perceive^in various instances, much evidence of hn- 
man infirmity i and perhaps some important departures from first principles* 
Upon these errors, the council feel themselves bound by duty, and the ne^- 
eessity of the case, candidly, but faithfully to animadvert 

This council are deeply impressed with the evils which often result from 
the unnecessary multiplication of churches and parishes* And in regard to 
the case now under consideration, they apprehend that the seceding members 
of the fiirst church should have felt a still greater backwardness than they 
did, to encourage any proceedings, tending to a division of the church and 
parish ; and should have weighed, with more care, the various, and in our 
opinion, cofacJunee reasons, which existed against such a division. And we 
cannot but think toe, that, whatever might have been the conviction of the 
first church respecting the general convenience or desirableness of remov- 
ing to a new place of worship ; it would have been well for them to hesitate, 
niora than they seem to have done, as to the tendency of proceeding to such 
^' measure, while so (urge and rupedabU a portion of the church and parish 
lirere opposed to it. Indeed the council are of opinion, that in this case, at 
we|l as' in most others of a similar nature which have occurred, the contending 
pairi^ ought, on both sides, to have held themselves in readiness to mofce 
greci^tacrifkeMofperwmd cwwenumeffor the take o/anoiding iht dsploro- 
hh wilM tf dJeiffton and strife and of prownaing ptrmoMnOy the wnon, 
Htengthf a$id prdtperUy ofihe Ckurth, 

This council entertain the highest respect for the mutual oouncils, which 
were convened here by the parties, in the year 181S and 1819. And w,e can- 
not but express our decided approbation of the disposition which the first 
cbnrch nniformly manifested, to proceed exactly according to their advice. 
And we cannot bat express, at the same time, our bcrious regret, that the se- 
ceding^ memberit could not have satisfied themselves as to the duty and eiiper 
dienoy of doing the same. 
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Still, in the opioion of tbii oovnoily the oircomttances ot the seceding' iDein« 
ben became 90 different, after the incorporation of the parish in 1820, from 
what they bad been before, tbatthe new application which they then made 
to the church for dinniwion, is not to be understood as haling^ contraTened 
the advice of either of the mutual councils, before meotioiied; and that the 
tkurdi mifhi ha/ve granted their requeet^ in thoee new drcumutaneeSf without 
any riolation of the restdt qftkote councile. 

This council are well satisfied, that the seceding members were chargeable 
with a serious mistake in supposiog^, as they seem to have done, that their lie- 
ing members of a parish, then recently incorporated, set them free from their 
sacred relation, or any of their obligations to the church ; and of course, that 
they were chargeable with an irregularity, in proceeding to call a oouocil 
to form them into a distinct church, befrre (key had taken ^ectutU mecMtire*, 
after those drcunutancei ocsurred— to obtain a dismission from the first church. 
As such measures had not been taken, and as they were still in connexion 
with the first church, and were under obligation to continue there, till, in 
§ome way^ regularly dismissed ; and furthermore, as some of them had been 
expressly notified, that they were considered as having committed an offisDce 
by forsaking regular worship with the church, and as they were, in this re- 
spect, viewed by the church, as under disciplme, though not so considered 
by themselves ; it is therefore the judgment of this council, that there was 
an obvious precipitancy and irregularity in the measures pursued by the se- 
ceding members io order to their being organized as a church. 

At the same time it is the opinion of this council, that the first church er- 
red in j wlgment in supposing themselves bound to proceed, in those circum- 
stances, to ^eM the solemn eentence of excommunication on their seceding brethr 
ren ; and that the proceeding itself was, in some important respects, excsep- 
tionable. In the first place, no evidence has appeared, that they had taken 
the regular, previous steps of discipline with those whom they considered as 
offending brethren, certainly not with all of them. But secondly, even if 
they had done this, the council are far from thinking, that (he ojfenee ckUeged 
against those brethren wu of such a nature^ asiobea just and sufficient cause 
of excommunication. It is, in our opinion, manifestly contrary to the pre- 
cepts and the spirit ef Christianity, Uiat a church should ir^ict its highest een- 
sure upon its members, except for an offtnce toAsM, being persevered in, t» a 
foffeiture of their christian charactei*. And we should think it very unhappy 
for any church covenant to be so expressed, or so understood, as to imply an 
obligation on the part of a church, in any case, to pass a sentence of excom- 
munication upon its members,or to expose members to such a sentence, u^ile 
they maintain the character of disciples ofChrist, and are complained of only 
for Much mistakes in judgment or conduct^ as are allowed on aU hands to be 
consistent with a good conscience and a christian reputation* Errors in xela- 



X 



53 

tion to a subject) so vital as this is to the peace of Christ's charch, are, in our 
appreheosioD, of too frequent ooourrence. And while there is every reason 
to beiieve that the first chnrch in this place, in their final act of censare^up- 
on the seceding^ members, were inflaeoced by the best motives, and aimed to 
do their duty in the fear of God ; it is the opinion of this council, that the 
transacUon procuded on a mistidcM principle. 

And now, as the important question, submitted by the letter missive to the 
decision of this council, is simply this ; namely ; upon whai conditions iheJirH 
ehurdi and ike Chmpel ckureh in JV*. Tarnwuih thall he in fellowship with 
each other J this council hereby give it as their decision, ihsA a vote of swh 
cftifTG^, expressing their acceptance of this resuU^ shail he the condition^ on which 
MUchfeUswship shail hereafter he enjoyed. 

In regard to all the minor subjects which have come under discussion be- 
tween the parties,— the council have, for various reasons, felt themselves 
constrained to pass over them in silence* And they are fully convinced, and 
they doubt not their beloved brethren in these two sister churches will be 
convinced, that their own christian comfort, and the precious cause, which 
tbey are unitedly laboring to promete, will require that they should, from 
this happy moment, abstain, as far as possible, from bringing into view any 
of the subjects on which they may have differed in judgment, and endeavor to 
erase from their memories and their hearts every unhappy impression which 
may have been made during those scenes of alienation and discord, which, 
we trust, the God of love has now brought to an end. 

Beloved Brethren of these Churches of our Redeemer ; 

We have thus spread before you those views, and that advice, which, on 
the most careful investigation, and mature reflection, have occurred io eor 
minds. We are confident that your mutual love and harmony may be re- 
stored ; and that even now, your hearts pant to embrace each other in mu- 
tual and tender affection. iThis confidence is inspired by the excellent and 
truly christian spirit of your letter missive; and it is strengthened by your 
meek and mutually affectionate deportment,whi]e before the council. Think, 
belovedbrethren, what the cause of Grod, what the wounded honor of the 
Redeemer, what your own comfort demanda of you, in the present crisis. 
Think of those delightful days when yoti lived and loved as brethren ; and 
think of the woriMoood and the gall with which you have found the cup of 
discord so deeply fraught. Think too of that surprising mercy in which the 
God of heaven has recently visited you; and, O, dread, as death, the thought 
of grieving away from your hearts, from your families, from the souls that 
perish around you, the Spirit of eternal grace. 

We leave you with the inspiring hope, that we shall soon be gratified with 
the intelligence, that your wounds are healed, your harmony restored ; and 
that in this favored spot, the muUiludei yea the whoU mtfftitude of tiunkthai 
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teUtve , ore of one hearty Mni of one eouL So may thd ralif^ioB ef Jetiis a»b- 
tain a new triumph unoo; you ! So may the God of lore and peace descend 
aod dwell in the midst of yoa ! 

Voted, ananiinously, by the CounciL 

DANIEL DANA, Moder^ior. 
JUSTIN EDWARDS, Scnle. 

North Tarmonth, May 23, lasS.** 

LETTER X. 

Remarhe on porttone of the laei ReeuU^ connected with princijeks 

which haoe already been diecueeed. 
Rev» and Dear Sir ; 

It will be unnecessary to repeat what I have already written on the 
topics I have discussed. It may be important, however, to resume die 
discussioni and briefly to compare the remarks of this council with the 
eindence you have seen exhibited, and with the principles I have en- 
deavored to establish. I shall proceed in the order of time. 

The council think there were coAclitttoe reasons against a division of 
the church and parish ; and they ^' apprehend that the seceding mem- 
bers of the first church should have felt a still greater backwahbiess 
than they did, to encourage any proceedings, tending to a division.'' 
From this expression a stranger would suppose, that the seceding mem- 
bers of the church were backward in the project for having a separate 
parish and church, and were uiged on by other persons. I have shown 
you, in my eighth letter, conclusive evidence that they were forward ia 
the cause, if they were not the principal leaders in every important 
transaction which tended to that object What evidence of backward- 
ness this council might have had, I know not. If they had any^ it waa' 
such as was not presented to any preceding council, and such as is at 
variance with the facts disclosed in every document that bears' upon 
that point. 

In reference to the advice given by the two first mutual councils, the 
last council approve the first church for their uniform disposition to pro- 
ceed exactly according to that advice ; and they censure the seceders 
for not doing the same. Perhaps I emply too harsh a term. They do 
not impute blame to them. It was an error of judgment^ which the 
council regret. They express their ^^ serious regret, that the seceding 
members could not have satisfied themselves, as to the duty and expedi- 
ency of doing the same." It would seem there was no moral wr6ng ia 
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dietermining on a separation at the outset, and persisting tiU it was ae* 
complished. The council regret that they could not have persuaded 
themselves of their duty to remain with the church, after councils for 
whom they have the highest respect had advised it. And I am per* 
•uaded, Sir, that you will seriously and feelingly regret, that a council 
in this situation could not have satisfied ^emselves of the duty and ex- 
|>ediency of setting before the seceders the sin of covenant breaking, and 
of refusing to hear the church of Christ in such reasonable advice. 

I have already [Let. 8th.] noticed the opinion of the last council re* 
tfpecting the alleged organization of the chapel church. They call the 
proceedings of the seceders at that time irregular; They obviously ac- 
cede to the principle that the seceders should have had regular dismiSr 
sions in some way ; either by voluntary vote of the church ; or by adr 
vice of a mutual council, if the churph would accede to it when proposed ( 
or by an exparte council, in case the church should refiise both. They 
impute a '^ serious mistake'^ to the seceders, in their ^ supposing that 
their being members of a parish, then recently incorporated, set tbeaa 
free from their sacred relation, or any of their obligations to the church.^ 
Their breaking away therefore, without consent, was irregular. Stil^ 
in the opinion of the council, ^^ the church might have granted their rap 
quest, in those new circumstances, [those which were occasioned by ibf 
incorporation of the parish,] without any violation of the result of those 
councils ;" and, ^^ the new application which the seceders then made 
for dismission, is not to be understood as having contravened their ad* 
vice.'' In other words, the incorporation of the parish had not releasr 
ed the seceders from their covenant with the chuich ; it did not, as tb^ 
exparte council supposed, justify the manner in which diey left the 
church ; but it furnished a just occasion for them to ask, and the church 
to grant, a dismission in perfect consistency with the ^dvice of the for? 
mer councils. This sentiment appears well, viewe4 separatel^r ftpm 
documents, and dates, and sturdy facts. But we must remember, that^ 
during the thirteen months from the session of the first to that of th^ Uf^ 
cond council, the seceders had combined with the minority of the par-* 
ishin holding separate meetings, and pr^aring the way for a new sod* 
ety. In precisely twenty one days after the second result was read at 
N« Yarmouth, the chapel parish was incorporated at Boston ; the aet 
eont^qipg, I presume, some names of church members. In oni month 
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tnd one day afterwards, ten aggrieved memberf , strengthened by the 
favor of the legislature, signed a refusal, to accept the second result* 
This paper contained grievous charges of oppression where none exist- 
ed ; and expressly named a time previous to the convention of the se- 
cond council, as one, when their plans for separation were matured^ and 
their determination formed. ' I repeat again, the procurement of a par- 
bh, and of a statute to establish it, was an act of the minority in the 
church; it was but one out of many similar, and some more flagrant, 
acts of disunion & breach of covenant, vll adverse to the advice they 
had received. How, then, could the incorporation have been a reason 
for the conduct of the church, if they had given them dismissions ? 
How could the seceders ask a dismission, even after they had obtained 
their object in the legislature, without directly violating the results of 
both councils ? And was not the application of the seceders, in these 
circumstances, itself a violation on their part ? It seems they conceived 
it would be inconsistent if they should accept the result ; for a month 
after they received the incorporation, they signed a paper in doe form, 
re/using to accept the result. This was the way, to be opened for their 
relief, for which they were waiting, when they declined acting explictily 
dn ihejiretresalu Ttie church would have rejoiced to believe, at the 
time, that they could now grant the request for dismission, without con- 
travening the advice of the former councils. But they saw in the appli- 
cation the same spirit and the same course of conduct, which had been 
in direct hostility with that advice ; and they saw in the incorporation 
nothing but the sanction of a secular body to measures which had long 
been pursued, not only against advice, but against their solemn cove- 
nant. They believed that so important a measure as the division of 
the church, should be supported by some adequate reason ; but what 
reason could they assign to their own consciences for complying with the 
request ? In plain language the only reasons must have beea 
these ; ' Our brethren will go, disregarding advice and covenant and 
scripture and reason ; a body of men, most of whom are strangers to 
circumstances, and who never interfere in church concerns, have open- 
ed a way for them ; therefore^ voted that they be dismissed and ream- 
mended.^ I know that some persons at the time, and some who had be- 
fore believed the seceders were wrong, thought it was eapedient for the 
ehurch to comply, and take shelter from censure under the act of the 
legislature. I could have indulged the same opinion, if I could have 
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forgotten that ^^ the wisdom that descendeth from above is first pure, 
then peaceable," But, however Correct it may be to consult the doc- 
trine of expediency In a thousand cases, I am persuaded it is never tru- 
ly expedient for a church to take a pacific measure, when that measure 
sanctions iniquity or connives at sin. — The last council could not have 
taken the circumstances of the case into view, when they gave the 
above opinion. They must have viewed these members as located with- 
in the new parish without any fault of their own, when they said, the 
church could have dismissed them without contravening former advice. 

Yours, &c. 

LETTER XI. 

An important Principle of the last Result Examined* 
Rev. and Dear Sir^ 

The severest censure which the last council passes upon the first 
church, is in reference to their vote which excluded the seceders. They 
think that the church here " erred' in judgment;" " that the proceeding 
itself was, in some important respects, exceptionable ;" and ^^ that the 
transaction proceeded on a mistaken principle." I shall here reply to 
the first of the two reasons they assign for this opinion, and then consid- 
er the important principle to which I refer at the head of this letter. 

The council say, ^^ No evidence has appeared that they had taken 
the regular previous steps of discipline, with those whom they consider- 
ed as offending brethren, certainly not with all of them." — If the council 
here refer to the steps pointed out in the 18th chapter of Matthew, I 
suppose those steps had not been taken with all the seceders, perhaps 
with none of them. Our Lord in that chapter speaks of personal offen- 
ces, not of those which are against the whole body ; and I believe there 
are few churches at present, which pursue the practice of conducting 
discipline, in all cases, in that particular mode. 

I am aware that the opiuion did prevail extensively, but a few years a^fo, 
that our Lord gave in the 18th of Matt, a universal and invariable rule for 
the process of discipline in all cases. But from the beginning it was not so.— 
Cambridge Platform, Chap. xiv. { 2. ^< If an offence be private, [personal,] 
one brother offending another, the offender is to go, &c. ; but if the offender 
neglect or refuse to do it, the brother offended is to go and convince and ad- 
monish him of it, between themselves privately ; &c. &c.." — J 3. *' But if th« 
offence be more public at first, and of a more heioous and criminal natiire, to 
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frit, fttich as are condemned by the light of nature, then the church witbotif 
fuch gradual proceedings is to cast out the offender from their holy comman- 
, ion, for the further mortifying of his sins and the healing of his soul in tbe 
day of the Liord Jesus." Mather clearly implies the same distinction. RaHo 
IHi, p. 148, ** Where a scandalous transgression is known only to one or two* 
the proceedings of the persons that know it are the same, that they are in 
the case of a penonal injury ; the steps directed in the 18th chap, of Afat- 
thew." He had before noticed the mode of proceeding with scandalous of- 
fenders, whose misconduct is known to many. P. 144, ^^ The pastor sends 
for the delinquent, and usually he desires a few of the chief brethren to be 
with him in the action, &c." The Saybrook Platform makes the same dis- 
tinction. Heads of Agreement III, } 2 and ^. 

If tbe council mean^ that the church bad not plainly told the seceders 
the fault they charged on them, and had not expostulated with them, 
and admonished them, I think they lie under a mistake. The results 
of the two mutual councils, being accepted by tbe church, sufficiently 
exposed the nature of their ofience, and affectionately exhorted and ard- 
monished them. The vote of the church concerning several, and in 
their presence, was an evidence to all of the light in which the church 
regarded their conduct ; for no doubt they were all informed of tbe vote ; 
and yet all did afterward the same thing. The church repeatedly de- 
clined giving them dismissions, referring to the advice of councils. 
They knew, certainly, that the church regarded their conduct a^ a breach 
of covenant. After they were organized, and entirely withdrew, the 
church adopted and sent to them the opinion and counsel of the Cum- 
berland Association, entreating them to consider of it. Moreover, they 
»ent a committee to notify them personally of a church meeting on their 
conduct, and to tequest their attendance. If all this does not amount 
to telling them their fault, and giving them reproof, expostulation, and 
admonition, it is difficult to say what would have been sufficient. Wh^n 
the church took this last step, with one voice the seceders assured them 
they should not attend the meeting, because they did not consider them, 
selves as belonging to the church, or under their watch or discipline- 
Thus the church were debarred from taking other steps. They refused 
to hear the church. For four months and a half, they had entirely 
withdrawn, and takep a stand as an independent body. I cannot per- 
ceive the necessity of more preparatory discipline. 

But even if the church had taken the regular previous steps;, " the 
council are far from thinking; that the offence aUeged agaimt those 
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irethren waa of such m nature an to he a Just and sufficient cau$e of 
excommunication.^^ Their offence was, in the view of the church, a 
breach of covenant ; and that under many cuxumstances of aggravation. 
The nature of this offence, in the view of the council, does not justify 
excommunication ; because it arose from a mistake in judgment; and 
because they might persist in it, and not forfeit their christian character. 
The council intend their remarks in this Connexion for the churches at 
large ; as they express a belief that errors on the subject " are of loo 
frequent occurrence." I am authorized, therefore, to consider this as a 
sentiment designed to have an extensive influence. Being totally un- 
prepared to admit its correctness, I must solicit your patience while I 
discuss it at some length. The principle, briefly expressed, is thb : 
thai no offence should subject a member to excommiunieationy, except one 
which would destroy his chtistian character j in case he should persist 
in it ; and a covenant should not he so expressed or understood^ as to 
oblige a church to take that step with such a member. 

I must here revert to some first principles. — A person, who connects 
himself with a church by a public profession of religion, takes upon him 
two distinct covenants ; one with God, the other with the brotherhood. 
A believer, standing alone in a new settlement, may be admitted to the 
first, and receive baptism, without taking upon him the other covenant. 
He b a member of the geaeral church, but of no individual church. If 
he have opportunity, lie is entitled, in my opinion, to occasional commu« 
nion in the churches, on the certificate of the minister who admitted 
him. A person, residing in a place where there is a church in gospel 
order, would not be indulged in this manner ; because it is the duty of 
every believer, who has opportunity, to juin himself to the people of 
God, and strive together with them for the faith of th'* gospel. The 
vows and duties of the brotherly covenant, as well as those of the other, 
are prescribed in the word of God ; and when a person gives himself 
to the church, and vows fellowship with them, those vows are, equally 
with the others, heard and recorded in heaven. Tho' the brotherhood 
is the party covenanting with him, yet his vows are made to God, like 
those of the marriage covenant, which is called in scripture the covenant 
of God. The distinction may be about the same, as that which obtains 
between the first and second tables of the law. The last six command- 
ments of the decalogue are not less given by Jehovah, than those which 
precede them. Murder and adultery may vary in the degree of their 
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criminality from profanencss and idolatry ; but they are violations of 
God's law. So, to violate the rovrs made to the church, is a breach of 
the brotherly covenant ; and also a sin against God, and a breach of his 
covenant. All would say, that an evident breach of promise on world- 
ly concerns, or the denial of a note of hand, is a censurable offence in a 
member of a church. Much more is he censurable for violating his 
proniise, made to God and the brethren, that he will walk with the lat- 
ter in the faith and fellowship of the gospel. — Now, what less can a per- 
son promise, on becoming a member, than an attendance on worship and 
ordinances with the church ? He expects from them all the privileges 
of a member ; must he not pledge the same on his part ? How can 
they watch over him, and act the part of brothers to him, if, when he 
sees (it, he is absent, worshipping and communing with another church ? 
The very design of forming a particular church is, that the members 
shall unite in maintaining and attending the worship and ordinances ; 
and co-operate in all that pertains to christians, as a collective body, to 
uphold and extend the kingdom of Christ. I believe that all thb b vir- 
tually included in covenanting with a church, even if it be not express- 
ed. I believe, however, it is better that in some comprehensive terms 
it should be expressed, and also thoroughly understood by all who take 
the covenant upon them. ^^ And indeed, it seems beyond all contradic- 
tion, that where men do not, implidty at least, agree and engage to 
worship our Saviour together, according to his laws, they cannot bo 
esteemed a church,^^ Mather, p. 11. How the last council could ob- 
ject to having the evident duties of the covenant expressed and under- 
stood, I do not perceive. The words in the covenant of the first church 
to which they refer, are these : " You promise diligently and carefully 
to attend public worship and the ordinances, in communion with us." 
For a person to promise any thing less, or to reserve a right of wander- 
ing at his pleasure, is not to become bona fide a member of the church , 
and be bound to seek its peace and prosperity. There is nothing ex- 
clusive, sectarian, or oppressive, in requiring such a vow. It no more 
prevents a member's fulfilling his duty to other churches, than his cov- 
enant with bis wife, or his duty to his children, prevents his discharging 
all his obligations as a neighbor, an obedient subject to civil government, 
and a useful citizen in the community. 

In the case referred to the council, however, the promise in question 
7md been expressed in the covenant, and was well understood. Was it 
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Bot the business of the c ouncil to take the previous obligations of the par- 
ties as they actually were ? Were they competent to say, in reference 
to past transactions, that the church ought not to have bad such a cove- 
nant ? Referees in civil disputes might believe that one party had been 
imprudent in making a bargain ; but they would decide that he ought 
to fulfil it. Did this council attempt to annul a past contract, and 
absolve the violaters of a solemn vow ? Besides, if this promise is 
so improper, why did they not explicitly advise the first church to ex- 
punge it from their covenant ? I presume that the covenant of the 
Chapel church would have needed, if it does not still need the same cor- 
rection. 

As I have shown in another place, this obligation to one particular 
brotherhood is not necessarily absolute and perpetual. A member may 
be absolved by mutual consent, by his removal to a distant place, for his 
better edification, or by act of a regular council. But can it be necessa- 
ry to say, a member may not absolve himself, without cause ; nor break 
away under the influence of prejudice, or anger, or avarice, or any sinful 
motive ? — These views of the obligations which a person assumes by 
connecting himself with a church, and of his being bound to fulfil them 
till he is regularly removed to some other church, are expressed by the 
writers who are acknowledged in the Congregational order. I can here 
only refer you to the following : Mather's Ratio, page 1 — 14, 62, 
137 — 140 ; Cambridge Platform, 25, 47, 48, &c. ; Watts on Commu- 
nion, 29, 40 — 47,69 ; Saybrook Articles, 113. 

The council may say, they only object to the views which have been 
entertained of the enormity of this offence. It may be wrong, to break 
away ; but the ofience is not of that nature which deserves excommuni- 
cation. I ask then, what do the scriptures assert on the point ? — In that 
long and black list of crimes and criminals among the heathen, which 
Paul has given in Rom. 1, covenant^yredkers are placed. Among those 
who shall be found in perilous times of the last days, the same apostle 
reckons truce-breakers in company with sinners of the most atrocious 
characters. I need not repeat the numerous marks of abhorrence God 
has put upon covenant breakers, both in the old testament and the new ; 
in his dispensations with ancient Israel, and with the christian church. 
I need not say how he has arranged the several members of this spirit- 
ual body, so as to subserve the edification of the whole, and that there 
may be no schiitn in the body. I need not urge how often and how af-» 
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f^tionately the sacred writers enjoin od christians brotherly love, seel:- 
ing each other's good and not their own^ and forbearing one another in 
love. I need not say^ how often they censure divisions^ animosities, her- 
esies, swellings, tumults ; nor bow constantly they ascribe these things 
to the wicked ; and urge the followers of Christ, specially as the child- 
ren of light, to avoid them. It has been shown that the heretic, of whoar 
Paul writes. Tit. 3. 10, is no other than a schismatick or separatist, who 
causes offences and contentions contrary to sound doctrine ; and sach a 
one, after a first and second admonition, is to be rejected^ because he is 
subverted, and sinneth, being condemned of himself. If Paul were 
writing a covenant for the first church in North- Yarmoutii, would he en- 
tirely omit all obligation on the members to walk together in the ord^ 
nances of God ? Would he frame it in such a manner, that any me mber 
might release himself, when his convenience,. or interest, or will, should 
require ? If Paul, Peter, and John had been called in council, to decide 
on the fault of these seceders in breaking away from their bonds, wheth' 
er expressed as they were, oi as they ought to be, would they have pas- 
sed the lenient sentence this council has passed ? Would they have said, 
'^ These engagements between brethren are during the pleasure of either 
party ; and when members retire without consent, and without reason 
in the view of impartial judges, the church should not censure thena ?" 
Read their epistles, and then judge. — I pass, however, to the reason as- 
signed by the council for this opinion : A church should not exconamnni- 
cate its members '^ except for an offence which, being persevered in^ it 
a forfeiture of their christian character, ^^ To this I must reply at 
length. 

It is a principle unknown in scripture. — ^In reference to the ground of 
.church censures, from the lowest to the highest, the scriptures refer us to 
conduct ; and not to what we may suppose would be the final state of 
the delinquent, if he should be summoned from the world. In examining 
a person for admission to a church, we may ask for ef idence of regener 
ation. beyond a belief of the truth and a blameless demeanor. But, once 
admitted, he cannot be disciplined or rejected, without some overt act of 
sin, which is susceptible of proof. Or, will the council adopt also the 
reverse of their proposition, and say, a church ought to excommunicate 
all who have forfeited their christian character, by manifesting altogether 
the spirit of unrenewed men, and nothing of x\ie peculiar spirit of Christ ; 
but who have committed no overt act of censurable iniquity ? This 
principle seems to me a proper corollary from the other. The 
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^uncil, however, would probably disclaim it ; and I shall not pr^lS ii 
upon them. But the scriptures, while they represent the state of those 
who have a form of godliness but deny its power, as criminal and dan-* 
gerous before God, do not require a church to discipline them except for 
overt acts. A member must avow his belief of essential error ; or com- 
mit some act of immorality ; or neglect some duty ; or violate the sol- 
emn covenant ; before the church can subject him to discipline. In 
SQch case, the scriptures require us to censure or rebuke him /or his sin, 
and not to decide on his present or final state ; to bring him to repen- 
tance, that he may be saved ; or if we fail, to clear ourselves, by putting 
away from us that wicked person. The bible no where requires us to 
ascertain or judge what the offender's final state will be. The act of ex- 
communication is not necessarily an exclusion from the kingdom of heav- 
en* The person excommunicated by the church at Corinth, was brought 
to deep repentance, and afterwards restored. Paul would deliver one to 
satan for the destruction of the flesh ; but at the very time hoped for the 
salvation of the offender ; for he adds, " that the spirit may be saved 
io the day of the Lord Jesus.'' I think the silence of the scripture* 
concerning any such rule, and their constant reference to the conduct of 
church members as furnishing causes of discipline, is a conclusive argu- 
ment against the principle in question. 

It is a rule, which would be found very difficult in practice. Man 
looketh on the outward appearance; God looketh on the heait. It is 
not always easy to obtain proof concerning the conduct of members, and 
decide on its character ; but who shall penetrate the recesses of the 
heart ? Where a church has evidence of overt acts, there is something 
tangible, and within the cognizance of men ; but if they must decide al- 
so, whether the offender is a christian, and will finally be saved or not, 
they must, almost in every case be perplexed. They could never act, 
except they acted presumptuously. Were this rule generally adopted, 
some churches, in times of irritation of feeling, migVt exercise discipline. 
In general, however, it would be neglected. They must wait long to as- 
certain whether the offender would persist; for who would presume to 
decide sooner ? Waking would not produce evidence decisive. Differ- 
ent opinions would exist, and parties and divisions would be generated. 
Whereas, if evidence oi facts is given, and the accused be evidently guil- 
ty and do not repent, the question of duty is plain ; and all who do not 
shun the cross will be ready to act. Our Lord has not enjoined rules 
for discipline, which our capacities would render useless. 
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I liave heard of a tniaister, who declined making ezchaoges. with Uoi' 
tajfiao preachers^ because, in his view, they held and preached danger- 
ous doctrines — doctrines which he would not be concerned in propagat- 
ing among his flock. Afler suffering much repioach, and some persecu- 
tion, fi om his parishioners, he varied his rule. He would now excbangf 
with all who he thought were real christians. It is evident that this rule 
would be very difficult in his practice. It would include some, whose 
doctrine was opposite to his own ; it would exclude others, who brought 
the doctrine of Christ, and in whose preaching, viewed on a great scale, 
Paul would have rejoiced. The rule would be more unacceptable 
to his neighbors than the other. They could better endure to be ac- 
counted erroneous, than to be adjudged as insincere professors and un- 
converted men. We must act toward each other on the evidence of 
words and actions, of professions and conduct In this way, duty is of- 
ten plain, when, if we were required to decide unequivocally on tbe 
state of the heart, we should be utterly perplexed. It would be next to 
impossible, on this rule, to excommunicate any offender. For who 
does not know that real christians have often grievously offended ? 

This rule is extremely indejimte. I have set myself to apply it the- 
oretically ; to form a list of offences, which, if persisted in, would ex- 
clude a man from the kingdom of heaven ; and another, of those which 
would not exclude him. I have examined a great number of individual 
offences, and I can dra'v no line between them ; I have abandoned tbe 
task in despair. When I look into the bible, I find that any offence, 
any transgression of the law or gospel, persisted in, and not forsaken 
in repentance, marks the transgressor as an enemy of God, and excludes 
him from heaven. I find there, that whoso committeth sin, is the ser* 
Tant of sin ; and that he that is born of God cannot sin. By the nile^ 
laid down by the council, I should never be able to say, what are the 
works of the flesh, and what the works of the Spirit. 

Thus far I have considered the rule a general one, as it is expressed. 

The council enlarge upon the subject, evidently with a view to other 

churches, and with a wish to give an opinion for general acceptance and 

practice. But 1 cannot believe it desirable that such a rule should be 

adopted. I am persuaded it is liable to become a very injurious prin- 

•iple in our churches. 

^y a subsequent explanation, however, it appears, that this rule wai 

intended to apply to '' such mistakes in judgment or conduct, as are al- 
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lowed on all hands to be consistent with a good conscience and A 
christian reputation." Hence we learn that the council did not mean 
transgreisUmSj but mistakes only ; '^ mistakes in judgment or conduct.'' 
I was not aware there could beaint>^a£e in voluntary conduct f inde- 
pendent of a mistake in judgment. But passing thisy it appears to me 
that such mistakeSy as are consistent with a good conscience and a 
christian reputation, are not Utibk to any eccknastical cen^ufe^whai' 
ever. The council would exempt them from the highest censure« I 
see not but they are exempted from the lowest ; such as suspcmsibn^ 
admonition, reproof. The brethren may attempt to coftvtnc« an errone- 
OU6 brother, and warn him of his danger. But if he can, and in their 
view sincerely y say before the angel. It was an error / if they believehe 
went astray with upright motives, and a good conscience ; if they see 
nothing to depreciate his christian reputation ; then I ask, how can they 
charge sin upon him, or rebuke him for iniquity ? And I have always 
supposed that church censures, in reference to mistakes of this character^ 
could take no cognizance of actions in which there is not sin^ more 
or less aggravated. 

But I need not urge this argument, for your satisfaction respecting 
the case before the council. The seceders from the church at North 
Yarmouth were censured for n fault y^nd excommunicated for sin. And 
having read the evidence, you can judge of the proceedings of the 
church. They did not decide concerning their brethren that they 
were reprobates ; they even said, ^^ Our charity for most of them 
as christians is not shaken ;" and perhaps in coming to such a 
solemn and unpleasant vote, they forboK to criminate the seceders so 
much as duty required. But the fact is, they did view them not only as 
undergrievous mistakes, but as having grievously violated the laws of 
Christ. They excluded them from their watch and communion, not 
for l}i€ix mistakesyhut for their offencesp And if this council mean to 
say^ that the seceders were excusable for their siny because they verily 
believed they were doing right y I must enter my solemn protest against 
the principle. There is not an unhumbled offender in the whole 
church, nor a secure impenitent sinner on the earth, but who is under 
some mistake. Every sinner, persisting in his crime, is blinded. 

Through his mistake, his sin does not appear to him as it does in 
the eyeof Jehovah; nor as it does to disinterested christians; nor as 
it does even to the wicked, if they are not specially involved in the same 
. H 
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crime. Throagh the blindness of his ndnd^ he can excuse, or eztenn 
ate, or even justify that oondnct, which the righteoos and the wicked 
around him unite in condemning. The real children of God are liable 
to bUndness of mind and hardness of heait, as weU as others. But is 
the waywardness of the oaderstanding or judgment a justification of 
miscendnct ? — If^ indeed, a mistake arise from unaTotdable ignorance, 
or imbecility of intellect, * or any other innocent cause, the mistake is 
not criminal ; and the conduct, though wrong in form, may be excusa- 
ble* I know too, that there are many indiscretions, imprudencies, and 
deYiations from the narrow way of holiness, which do not destroy our 
confidence in the christian character of the person who indulges them, 
or expose him to the discipline of a church. But, however a person may 
be blinded by his corrupt feelings, I cannot find that the scriptures make 
that blindness an excuse for his sins. And certainly, open and flagrant 
offences are to be treated in their proper character, eren if the wrong 
sprit which produced them has drawn a dark veil over the understand- 
ing, and obKured the sinfulness of the sin from the view of the offender. 

I will give you the purport of the vote, by which the church excluded 
the seceders. In a preamble, the church recite the pledge contained in 
their covenant, the leading points in the conduct of the seceders, and 
the various ineffectual measures which had been adopted to bring them 
back to their duty. They express their deep regret for their wander- 
ings ; but say, their ^^ charity for most of them as christians is not shak- 
en," extenuating their offence, by attributing it, in some degree, to the 
confidence they had reposed in the opinions of the exparte council. 
They then say ; '^ Yet, however tr3ring to our feelings, we are convin- 
ced it is our bounden dqty to bear testimony against such disorder in the 
church, and such disregard of covenant obligations. Therefore, refer- 
ring the ultimate decision of the case to the judgment of the great day, 
— ^Voted, that since they have thus gone out from us — thereby breaking 
the covenant on their part--conse<}uently, they are no more of us ; no 
longer under our watch or care ; but are excluded from our communion." 

This was in effect an excommunication ; as it put the seceders ex 
communioney out of fellowship. But it was intended to effect that object 
in the mildest form, which could be adopted, and yet bear testimony a- 
gmnst their offences. It does not lay to their charge so great criminai- 
jty, as would be imputed in a case of immorality or impiety. It imputes 
an offence to them, far greater than the last council does. But it does 
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not aggravate that offence beyond its real magnitude, as a ^' disorder," 
a '^ breach of covenant.'' The church found a precedent for this meas- 
ure, in their own practice. They had released themselves from their 
part of the covenant, in regard to some individuab who had left them 
without dismissions, to join another denomination which has no fellow- 
ship with us. This vote of exclusion was founded on the same princi- 
ple ; but the church imputed more blame in this case, as the conduct of 
the seceders had been more disorganizing.*-This view of the case was 
not entirely new. Mather (p. 149,) makes mention of ^' lesser and 
greater excommunication.'' He states however, that the difference be- 
tween the two has appeared so very little, that the churches often stop 
at suspension : in other words, offenders, not redaimed by suspension 
and admonition, are left under a perpe/no/ suspension, as a substitute for 
the 'Cesser" explicit excommunication. TheSaybrookPlatform,(p. 111>) 
having provided for a proper excommunication, has the following rule : 
'^It may sometimes come to pass, that a member, not otherwise scanda- 
lous, may fuUy unthdraw, and divide himself from the communion of 
the church to which he belongeth. In which case, when all due means 
for the reducing him prove ineffectual, behaving theieby cut himself off 
from that church's communion ; the church may justly esteem and de- 
clare itself discharged from any further inspection over him." — ^Accord- 
ing to the Saybrook principles, these persons might have been excom- 
municated for contumacy, in rejecting the decisions of the councils which 
they had assisted in constituting. But the church excluded them for their 
breach of covenant, persisted in, and aggravated by. neglect of advice. 
They did not pronounce this conduct criminal in the highest degree ; 
but in such a degree as imperiously to require this procedure. Breach 
of covenant is an overt act of sin ; and the church were obliged to bear 
this testimony against it, or be partakers of the guilt. If it be inquired 
whether it was such an offence, that long persistance in it would have 
forfeited their christian character. I reply ; that is a question which 
the church were not required to decide. It is, however, my individual 
opinion, that every real christian among them, (and I know not but they 
all are such,) will deeply lament over his conduct in this affair, before 
he enters the kingdom of God. 

It should be observed also, that the church had before them no other 
alternative. These members had totally withdrawn, and had repulsed 
their attempts to remind them of the vows of th^ covenant. If they had 
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suffered this conduct to pass unnoticed^ would they not have been partst- 
kers of the sin ? Would they not virtually have said, Our mutual bonds 
ate but a rope of sand ? The church well knew what ^ new circumstan- 
ces" meant. They knew that the new parish was formed under a geoet' 
al statute in 1818« They knew that the incorporation was procured by 
their own members ; and that it was but a cob-web covering for 
their offence in violating their covenant. In this state of things, they 
could not long hesitate which course to choose. They proceeded with 
keenly painful feelings, but with calm resolution, to the act of exclusion. 
And posterity will approve their firmness, notwithstanding the decision 
of the last council. 

Tou perceive, Sir, I am quite at a loss to ascertain the precise mean- 
ing of the council, in the sentences so long under examination. It ap- 
pears to me they are furly susceptible of either of the constructions 
which I have given them. However, it is most probable, that they in- 
tended to exempt from the highest church censure only those moie ven- 
ial offences, which may even be repeated, and not destroy charity for 
the offender as a christian : something more than innocent mistakes ; 
actions really criminal ; still, not glaring and heinous offences. Mur- 
der, drunkenness, and adultery, would doubtless be reconed in the first 
class. Perhaps peevishness, moroseness, distance toward christian 
brethren, and a habit of exaggerating in conversation, and many other un- 
christian things, might be placed in the second. — If this were their mean- 
ing, I am still involved in difficulties. It would be impossible to form 
complete catalogues of offences, arranging each in its proper class. And 
yet something like this would be necessary for every church to possess. 
For where the final results of discipline are so different, it would seem 
proper that the preliminary steps should be different : at any rate, the 
process of dealing with an offender cannot proceed far, before his offence 
must be referred to its appropriate class.— This principle too would require 
a new construction of the passage in the I8th of Matthew ; provided that 
passage is in any case a rule of discipline, as this council seem to imply in 
one place. They would neither restrict that rule to personal offences, nor 
extend it to general offences ; bat would say, our Lord intended only such 
sias as, being persevered in, area forfeiture of christian character. — Again ; 
if a church censurea member for an offence of this second class, & do not 
reclaim him, what then is to be done ? Is the same censure to be repeated , 
& that without end ? Is he to be left to persist in his transgression, & 
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lemain in the bosom of tke church ? — ^If a church commence & procettf 
of disciplioe, for irhich an offender is in no case to be exconununicated ; 
if they carry the process as far as they can -without excommunicating, 
and he still persists ; what can be the ground of their charity for him ? 
By the jprtfictpfey they must have confidence in his christian character ; 
by his conduct y he forfeits it \ for he lives evidently in known and allow- 
ed sin, and justifies himself ; they have exposed the nature of his sin in 
the progress of discipline, and by persisting he allows it — Thus the ten- 
dency of this rule, understood as the Council most probably intended, is 
to involve a church in perplexities and absurdities ; and eventually to 
subvert all discipline, in reference to the second class of ofienders. It 
would encourage irregularities in the churches, by taking away every 
effectual remedy against them. For no church would be prompt to in- 
flict its censures, if the offender may treat them with contempt, and the 
church have no remedy. — The Council evidently place the offence of the 
seceders at N. Yarmouth in the second class. I have probably said e- 
nough to convince you, that if two classes of offences can be formed, breach 
of covenaniy especially where the offender perseveres, would seem to be 
placed properly in the first. 

Thus, whatever definite meaning we affix to these very indefinite 
words of the result, we are presented with a principle sufficiently catho-^ 
lie in appearance ; but portending evil to the churches wherever it shall 
be adopted, in the multiplication of disputes and the prostration of disci- 
pline. I am yours, Ste. 

LETTER Xn. 

Mi^ahs, Defects^ and Incohermicei of tke last Retuh. 
Rev. and Dear 5tr, 

I certainly have no wish to be captions in examining a result, which has 
so important a bearing on these and other churches, and which was 
framed by so respectable a council. Justice to the cause of truth, 
however, impeb me to name all the important points in which it ap- 
pears to me calculated to do injury. It has before been published ; and 
while it was yet in manuscript, its remarks on a dispute so extensively 
known could not be hid in a comer. I shall adduce some mistakes, 
which, on the part of the council, I presume were innocent ; though 
they are rather unaccountable. 



70 

Tbey neem to adtmttkepka of a porUtm ^ik0 9§eeda'$ytiai tht^ 
were met under diecipUne^ at the time the ezparte coiiocil met. You 
can easily turn to that part of the fesult, to which I refer. — ^To show 
that they were under discipline at that time, I refer yoa to their own 
words. In their articles of grievance, presented by tlieai to the second 
councili you find them complaining ^. that they have been made the 
subjects of discipline, while others are passed by :'' and again, ^ that a 
vote of censure has been passed against them, without proper and regu- 
lar trial," &c« — ^It will not be pretended, that this censure had been re- 
moved by the church. The second council, to whom the grievances 
were submitted, confirmed all the principles on which the censore was 
founded ; but advised the church to be conte&t, if the censured mem- 
bers should repent and return. They did not return, and the censure 
continued. And it is singular, that in their written refusal to acc^t the 
second result, they say, respecting the subjects which they had submitted 
to the council, ^^ some of us desired advice respecting the diedpSue the 
church had instituted with them.'' The ezparte council were informed 
that some of the seceders were under censure, and they argue upon the 
case in their result All these papers and facts were before the last 
council, proving, that at the time of tiieir being oi^nized, some of the 
aggrieved were under discipline ; yet the last council say, they were 
<^ not so considered by themselves," apparently by way of eztenuating 
their ofience. Perhaps the seceders meant, they were not right/My 
under discipline ; and perhaps the council had the same view of tlie 
subject. I see no other way to account for this ezpression ; far certain- 
ly the seceders knew they were actumtty under discipline, whether it 
were right or wrong. — I know it has been said, that the church did not 
pursue their censure ; for after the first vote they admitted the seceders 
to the table, whenever they chose to attend. I presume this statement 
IS correct ; and that the church received them in hope of their final re- 
turn. And the conduct of their brethren was so vacillating, that the 
church must have hesitated often respecting duty towards them. 

Another, and very important mistake of the council, relates to the 
tnain queetian before them* They say, ^^ the important question, sub- 
mitted by the letter missive to the decision of this council, is simply 
this, viz. upon what conditions the first church and Chapel church in N. 
Yarmouth, shall be in fellowship with each other ?" The letter missive 
says, the council are *^ to determine, on what conditions the Chaoc*^ 
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church shall be a regular Mter churchy entitled to the fellowship of the 
first church." — The difference is grest. The council, by this mistake, 
pass over entirely the great question submitted to them. They state the 
question precisely as it would be stated respecting those ancient churches, 
the church in Falmouth and the first in North- Yarmouth ; whose regular 
organization had never been questioned, but between which an interrup- 
tion of fellowship might have arisen. The expreesion of the letter mis- 
sive evidently implies, that the Chapel church was not admitted by the 
other to be a regular sister church, and inquires, en what conditions it 
shall become regular. And as the letter was sent by both, the Chapel 
church consented that its organization should be examined ; and that if 
it should not be found regular, it should be made so. But the coun* 
cil, leaving out that part entirely, take up and decide only on the terms 
of fellowship, precisely as if two churches were at variance^ whose reg- 
ular standing in the whole sisterhood of churches was unquestioned.— 
This misconception is more surprising, when we advert to other express 
sions in the letter missive : ^^ The one which bears the designation of 
the Chapel church was organized upon principles not acknowl- 
edged by the said first church, as agreeable to the gospel, or ecclesiasd- 
cal usage. — ^In this communication the parties are mutually allowed tie 
designations which tluiy claim to themselves respectively, to»f% a perfect 
understanding that neither hereby giifes up the principles upon which 
Ihey have acted. In this procee<?ing they tcot^e their differences ofopin^ 
ion till the council shall meet, &c." It is true the Chapel church had 
claimed a regular standing ; but now they certainly put the question at 
issue, and pledged themselves to abide the decision. — Fhis mistake is still 
more surprising, when we refer to a paper, in which the first church pre- 
sented before the council their views and feelings. They expressly say 
of the Chapel Church, ^^ We hold them a» an excommunicated body ; 
and in the opinion of the first church justly excommunicated, and hav- 
ing no just cause of complaint." — In these circumstances, how could the 
Qouncil presuppose the regular standing of the Chapel church, stod de- 
cide only the terms on which this and another regular church should be 
in fellowship ? It was a great oversight.-— And still, the most surprising 
circumstance of all is, that the council themselves had, a few minutes be^ 
fore, decided that the Chapel church was not rrgulmrly formed. 

I cannot but think there are Defects in this Result. It appears to me 
to lyant the very desirable character of explidtness. It gives opinions 
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unfavorable to both parties in yariout cases ; but does not, in one in^ 
stance, explicitly allege any particular offence ; or say whether any con- 
fessioo or special penitence was required ; or whether they should take 
any particular measures to retrace their steps. For the want of this^ we 
are led to the conclustoOi that both sides were deemed to have been er. 
roneoMfy but not guilty. But it is hardly supposable there had been 
such contention, without sin. Perhaps you will lay your linger on some 
expresnons of a different character : such as, ^^ We percdve in varioas 
instances much evidence of human infinnity"— — '^ during those scenes 
of alienation and discord"— —^^^ the cup of discord"— -—^^ the wounded 
honor of your Redeemer." These are all you can find, laying sin to the 
charge of either party ; and these refer to both alike. They are general, 
indefinite expressions. The parties needed to be told, and they expected 
to be tdd, wierein they had offended, and to what extent. — Moreover, 

. this must have been a singular contention, if it had not a right side, and 
a wrong. Both parties in a dbpute may err in particulars ; as I freely 
admit both these parties did. Yet there is usually some grand point, 

. where one stands approved, and the other in fault. There is usually 

. some leading principle, which, with occasional exceptions, gives charac. 
ter to the whole controversy. The facts of the case seem to me to show 
clearly, where the blame was in this instance ; but the result gives no de- 
finite opinion on the subject. It is, however, n question of serious import 

, to both the parties, and to all the churches, where lies the guiU of this 
oontentiou ? 

Another Still greater Defect is this ; the council took no meaawres to 
ettabUah the regular standing of the Chapel church. They themselves 
pronounce its organization precipitate and irregular. Where and how 
have they made it a regular church ? By accepting the result, the Chap- 
el churth acknowledge they had not a regular standing before this coun- 
.cil met. Does their acknowledgement, that they had no existence as a 
regular church, give them such an existence ? Do they leceive a legit- 
imate organization, by the act of the first church, removing the excom- 
mimication ? If any such act has taken place, it must have been 
wholly gratuitous on the part of the church ; they were not advised totake 
it — The Chapel church was not required to call a new council, to give 
them a regular organization; and the council, whose result is before us, 
did not undertake it themselves. The seceders are censured for with- 
drawing without dismissions ; but are not advised to apply for them again, 
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tior is the church advised to Tote them. Hie transaction has beetl 
compared to an act of a legfislatare, legalizing previous illegal transac* 
taons. But the council do not say so, in their resist ; there is no enact- 
ing clause ; no mention of this principle. Indeed there is not a single 
wordy respecting the mfinner of the seceders' becoming a regular church* 
In the former part of the result, their organization is pronounced irregu- 
lar. In the latter part, they are named as a regular church ; and are 
told that they and another shall t)e in fellowship, provided both shall ac- 
cept this advice. This is a new mode of making crooked things strait. 

You have $een some IitcoAerences above. I am obliged to point 0U| 
a few more.— —The council ^' entertain the highest respect for the 
mutual councils" of 1818 and 1819 ; and ^' to discuss and decide anew 
principles settled" by them, they ^^ deem neither expedient nor right*'' 
Yet you have seen that they advance very different principles, and that 
they do in fact ^ re-judge the judgment of their brethren.^'-^They think 
'^tfaene were amcluaive reasons against a division of the church and par. 
iah ;" and yet the erection of a new parish (by the seceders) was a suf- 
fici^t reason for the formation of a church, and the dismission of mem- 
bfurs for that purpose. The seceders would have done well to f<^ow 
the advice of the mutual councils ; but they did nothing wrong by ask- 
ing dismissions, after they had obtained the parish against which 
both councils hid protested. The formation of the parish by the legis* 
1 atnre created ^^ new circumstances^', which justified a new application for 
dismbsion ; but we hear nothing of the right given by the formation of a 
parish in 1818 by the authority of a general act of the legislature. The 
seceders did wrong to be organi;sed, without regular dismissions ; and 
Uie church did wrong to exclude those who had exduded themselves, 
aiid who refused to return ; hut bolih are received again without con. 
fossion, and without retracing their steps. 

Do yon ask. Sir, what I would have had ? Or what the coundl could 
have dome ? I reply ; their course was exceedingly plain. They 
could have xeproyed the seceders for their uregularity, and their obsti- 
Date bre^ich of covenant. They could have proposed to them a confes- 
sion of their sin, and it would have been made without hesitation. They 
could have required the church, on recewing Ms confenUm^ to rescind 
their vote of exc].0{(ion, and gkSfi them a regplar dismission ; and the 
church were prepared ro do it They coidd have taken the covenant 
on the book of the Ohiqpel church, (I presume a correct one,) and have 
assisted them in makmg or renewing it : and then they could have given 
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them, in the name of all the churches of Maine^ the right hand of fetloir- 
ship. Off they could have recommended this course, and have left the 
parties to reflect upon it, with the proviso that, when they consented, 
they should invite one or two neighboring churches to witness the organ, 
isation and reconciliation. Or, they could have proposed this course, to 
be pursued till the dismission should be given ; and then have put their 
own stamp of validity onthe jnis< organization, without any more form- 
ality. By adopting dther of these courses, this council might have avoid* 
ed collision with the other councils ; might have preserved the rights of 
majorities, and the inviolability of the brotherly covenant ; might have 
made peace, without the sacrifice of purity and essential principles. — 
Their result would have been accepted. I am persuaded that a council 
never assembled in Mew England, on a difficult case of division, with a 
&irer opportunity to bring the parties together on correct principles. — 
The first church had consented that the seceders should have a separate 
church. Both parties were tired of contention ; and the descent of the 
Spirit on the town had produced more tender and concilitatory feelings. 
The churdb desired a fair opportunity, to give the seceders a regular 
standing, and receive them to fellowship. The seceders felt the incon- 
veniences of their situation, and strongly desired a different standing 
among the churches. Independent of a pledge, I believe both parties 
would have taken either course I have named, if the council had pre- 
scribed it. And besides all this^ they were mutually pledged to abide 
by the advice they might receive.— The friends of Christ looked confi- 
dently for a settlement ^ but they were not prepared to see it effected in 
the mode the council adopted. From the gentlemen invited they ezpectp 
ed the meekness and gentleness which they have seen : but they also 
expected a firm adherence to first principles ; a lucid exposition of the 
real merits of the case ; and strong persuasions, to those who might have 
erred from duty, to return by repentance to the footsteps of Christ's 
flock. I must say, they were disappointed and grieved to behold the 
issue. — ^Doubtless the council deemed it expedient to take this cautious 
method of effecting a reconciliation. But it is confidently believed, that 
that object might have been secured as easily as it has been, if they had 
faithfully exposed the offences of the parties as tried by the bible ; if 
they had established the greit principles of ecclesiastical order and fel- 
lowship ; and if they had required, that every devious step should be re. 
traced, and that every palpable sin should be lamented, confessed, and 
ibrsaken. I am, &c. 
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LETTER XIIL 

Concluding Remarks. 

Mev. and Dear Sity 

Possibly you may pronounce me inconsistent with myself^ in extend- 
ing fellowship to the Chapel church, (as I have declared in my intro- 
ductory letter,) while I so strongly object to the proceeding of that 
council, which pronounced them entitled to fellowship. It may be pro- 
per, therefore, toezplain the principles by which I am actuated. 

Although I cannot perceive hoiw the last council gave that stgndii^ 
to the Chapel church, which their own result declares they bad not be- 
fore possessed ; and although it appears to me they passed over that 
question entirely ; yet it is obvious, that the intended effect of their de« 
cision and advice is, to give them a regular standing as a christian churchy 
to be acknowledged by sister churches. I presume the members, on 
leaving North Yarmouth, verily believed they had taken proper measures 
to give a regular standing to the Chapel church. — Now, therefore, I take 
this ground. It has long been my belief, that the decisions of mutual 
councils should be regarded as obligatory, except in extreme cases* 
This was a mutual council. The parties immediately concerned have 
complied #ith their advice ; and, so far as those parties are concerned, 
that advice has terminated a long and unhappy dissension. In the course 
of providence, I am called upon to declare my assent or dissent, by ex- 
ercising or refusing to exercise an act of fellowship towards the Chapel 
church. I am under obligations not to obstruct the farther progress of 
reconciliation, unless I am impelled by imperious duty. The question 
before me, then, amounts to this : Has the last council so &r deviated 
from correct principle, as to form an exception to the general rule, and 
prevent my acceding to their result ? — ^By comparing my remarks on 
the oblation to regard mutual cottncib,with my objections to this re- 
sult, you will perceive that the reply to this question is not very obvi- 
ous. Tou can easily conceive that I may have doubted and hesitated, 
before I determined on a compliance. I could'not have complied, with 
out making my protest against some proceedings and principles, in a 
manner more or less public. These letters contain my protest* By this 
act I place the responsibility upon the council. 

The same course, I believe, is generally t»ken. by those ministers and 
churches, whose opinions had been in favor of the proceedings of the first 
church and the preceding mutual councils. Previously to the admission 
of the Chapel church to the Cumberland Conference, individuals pro- 
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tested against the last result ; aiid that body passed a vote on the occa- 
sion^ establishing the diity of regarding matiial councils, and expressing 
their opinion concerning former irregularities. — Thus we conform to our 
old principle, of submitting to the decisions of the regular tribunal, estab* 
lished in the Congregational Churches. Thus we protest against the 
deviations from fundamental principles, which we think one of those 
tribunals has made. ThUs we accept conditions of peace, in thd most 
consistent manner we call, where but a dubious and perplexing course 
wad opened before us. And if, in the perusal of these letters, you have 
occasionally noticed principles which appeared too rigid, perhaps you 
will now dismiss the ensure. If you have indulged the thot^ht, that 
tht iari church and their advocate have been too strenuous for their 
rights, or id maintaining their principles, perhdps you will nliw admit 
that they have redeemed their character. They have contented to such 
germs of adjustment as Well nigh wound their conscience, for the sake of 
reconciliation. And having subscribed and ratified the compact, they 
intend it shall remain oti th^ir part sacred and inviolate — I am not au- 
thorized to affirm, that there is in the state a universal acknowledgment 
of the existing relations of thechurches,on the principles here advanced. 
If there are any persons who form an exception, they are not lesa dis- 
posed to peace, than those who have acquiesced in the proceedings of 
the council. And it was hardly to be expected, that a result so incon- 
gruous, and deviating so fat from received principles^ should be disposed 
of in the same manner by erety mind^ 

This, Sir, must hsive been to you an unpleasant discussion. I have 
undertaken it with reluctance ; ^nd have often been disposed to regret the 
necessity of expending upon it the precious hoars it has cdnsimied. But 
the serVice seemed to be assigned me by the Lord of the vineyard. And 
to me it appears highly improper, for a servan\ to refuse aiiy service 
which his master requires, though it may be one of self deriiiil. Why 
should the servahts of Christ apologize for engagihg in contrcnrersy, 
when called to it by Hitn,^toTid^d the weapons of their warfare are not 
carnal ? — This discussion has occasionally seemed unimportaiif ; be- 
cause it respects Only the External state of the church, and has no direct 
concern with the great doctrines df the gospel, or with the conversion of 
sinners and the ediBcMidti of belieters. But on reflection this thought 
has vanished. For who can estimate the influence which the harmony 
of professors has on all the spiritual interests of the church and Of the 
world ? Who can fanaginie the extent of injury to the souls of men and 
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the eiid^e of ihe glorious Redeemer, when christian brethren are at vari« 
ance, n^hen charches-are rent with divisions, and when the ministers of 
the altstr diesist from their accustomed acts of fellowship ? If this discus- 
sion should be blest as a means of preventing one contention among the 
children Of Qod, it may save many souls from stumbling and falling into 
perdition. It has been peculiarly ungrateful to my feelings, on account 
of the parties immediately concerned. Had I no object in view but to 
vindicate the one, and criniinate the other, I should by no means have 
taken up my pen ; I should have left both where they were, until the 
day of final review. I have not written for their sakes that did the 
wrong, nor fbr their sakes who suffered wrong. My care has been for 
the churches at large. I have had in view the detection of errors and 
abuses, and the development of important principles of or(]er and dis- 
cipline, in other churches besides these. The review of the past has 
been taken to afford illustrations of the principles advanced, to put on 
them the fofms of reality. I'ou have seen that my protest is important, 
to myself at least ; and I am well assured, to others also, in regard to 
this particular case. But I protest against the saime principles, wherev- 
er they have been Applied, or may be presented hereafter. 

Our Congregational systetn bf discipline and fellowship is called a lax 
cme. Compared with most others, it undoubtedly is. But I am con- 
vinced its greatest iiiefficiency aHses from the fact, that its principles are 
not well understood. A century and a half ago, a platform was fram- 
ed and adopted. But how many individuals in a thousand, of the present 
mejlbers of out chutthes, have ever read it ? Even ministers are not 
familiar with its provisions. Ministers seldom expound the scriptures 
on this subject ; or teach their people what pertains to it, in any othec 
mode. When a prabtical question arises, a rede is made for the occa- 
sion, according to discretion ; and is laid aside with the occasion, and 
forgotten. When counsel is sought, the immediate case furnishes not 
only the facts, bdt the laiV. The natural consequences are, that abuses 
are tolerated ; dissensions are protracted ; different practices prevail in 
different places ; councils are set at nought ; and our whole system of 
church government and communioii has become irregular and disjointed. 
The only remedy is, to recur to first principles, and to inculcate them 
till they are generally understood. When they are known and tried, 
they will be adopted ; and when they are generally adopted, they must 
have a commanding influence on practice. The civil governments of 
the earth begin to feel, that the basis of their security and power must 
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be public opinion. Coancils^ churches, and even injurious parties or in* 
dividualsy will feel the control of the opinions of the church at large^ 
when that church shall under^tandingly adopt the simple and leading 
principles of the bible. 

1 am far from indulging the hope, that these letters will produce any 
important change^ even in that limited sphere to which their circulation 
will be confined. They do not embrace one half the topics, necessary 
to be discussed, in order to efiect a thorough reformation. But may I 
not hope, that this humble attempt will have some little effect, in reviv- 
ing the primitive order of the New England churches ? Let me recapit- 
ulate a few of the principal points which are brought to view i& these 
letters, and which appear to me worthy of permanent remembrance. 

Every member of a church b undet covenant vows to that church, to 
walk with them in ordinances : to seek their peace and prosperity ; to 
submit to their discipline, when exercised according to the scriptures ; 
and to acquiesce in their prudential decisions, where his rights of con- 
science are not violated. 

Churches are not entirely independent of each other. Agreeing in 
faith, and worship, and mode of government, they areboqndto ezer- 
dse all the duties of christian fellowship, as circumstances leqoire.^' 
Among these is the duty of asking advice in cases of difficulty, and of 
regarding it, when given. One church, however, has no power over 
another ; or many churches, over one ; farther than advice and persua- 
non may prevail ; except that they may withdraw communion from 
those churches which disregard advice, and which in their view violate 
gospel order. 

In case of division in a church, afler all attempts for conciliation have 
been made by the parties, and have failed ; the only proper and jUstifi* 
able resort is to a mutual council. In ordinary cases, this measure ought 
not to be refused by one party, when fairly proposed by the other. 

Mutual councils, being the most impartial tribunal tliat can be ex- 
pected, and representing the chdrch in general, ought to be heard ani 
regarded* They gi\e opinions and advice only ; but our churches ac- 
knowledge no earthly tribunal clothed with higher power ; the parties 
have referred their case to them ; if any termination of a dispute is ever 
to be made, they are the most competent to make it ; — ^therefore, except 
in very peculiar cases, both parties should comply with their decision. 

An Eocparte council is properly called by one party, when the other 
has refused a fair offer to unite in one of a mutual character i or whea 
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the decision of a mutual council has been obtained, and has been disre- 
garded by the other party only. In these cases, there is no other resort^ 

But an Exparte council, called in any other circumstances, is hostile 
to the spirit of the Congregational system, and to the gospel of Christ. 
A party, chusing his own judges, while he refuses a court indisputably 
more fair and impartial, ought to receive no countenance among us. To 
this fraitful source may be traced mamy divisions and animosities, which 
have existed during the last fifty years. 

Many evils have arisen from the loose notions which prevail concern- 
ing christian obligations, concerning the bonds of the brotherly cdvenant* 
And this evil has been increased by the countenance which violaters of 
their vows have received, even from mutual councib. There is a spirit 
of independence and self-will gone forth ; which, on occasion, breaks 
aw^y from the proceedings of a majority on almost any subject however 
unimportant ; — which refuses the solemn advice of referees, to an extent 
it would conscientiously avoid on worldly subjects ; — and which, I lament 
to add, too often accomplishes its end by determined perseverance. For 
the sake of peace, we must yield to this spirit. To avoid contention, 
and secure christian union, we must yield to the cui'rent of self-interest 
and self-will. It does appear to me, that very lax ideas of moral obliga- 
tion prevail extensively ; and that they often receive encouragement 
from those who ought to lift up their voices against them. Apply to oth* 
er cases the principles, which are entertained and acted out in the chris- 
tian church, — and which are not destitute of the sanction of respectable 
authority — and before many years should elapse, great ilisorders would 
arise in society. We should have no cause of surprise, if difference of 
opinion should soon liberate the child from the authority of his parents ; 
or if a change of mind or affections should release the husband or wife 
from the marriage bond. — And have we not reason to fear, that this lax- 
ness of prindple will prevail yet more extensively in our churches, when 
it is expressly sanctioned by men of high standing in the churches and 
our Theological institutions ? 

Those who are called to advise and determine, too often inquire* what 
Is eacpedientf rather than, what is right, — Highly do I esteem and love a 
peacemaker. He should be honored in the church, &s he is blessed of 
God. Wisdom, prudence, forbearance, and meekness, should preside in 
every council, to which appertains the healing of breaches. But does 
Christ ever allow that purity be sacrificed for the maintenance of peace ? 
Is it oot highly important to maintain inviolate the truths of bis word? 
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and the great principles vhich be has enjoined on his charcfa, to mark 
it off from the world, and to promote its peace and unity by making it 
holiness to the Lord ? I would condemn unnecessary seTerity, or a 
wanton exposure of offences which appear to be lamented, as heartily as 
I condemn a time-serving policy. But is not the doctrine of eacpediency, 
at the present day, admitted in a latitude too broad and un^arded ?— 
Are not the labors of counsellors often ineffectual, on that account? On 
do they not often restore harmony, by the application of prmciples which 
the bible does not recognize ? While the calls of the present emergen- 
cy are satisfied, is not a precedent often formed, the knowledge of which 
may be the occasion of a hundred new dissensions ? Let me character- 
ize the mode of proceeding, to which I object, and which I fear is some- 
times adopted. A council find themselves called together to makepeace. 
They place this before their minds, as the exclusive object of their soli- 
citude. They say within themselves, ' These contending parties will 
require to be treated gently and prudently. If we enter deeply into the 
merits of the case, and decide on the criminality of offences, we may irri- 
tate them, and fail to heal the breach. If we shaQ lay all the blame, 
or the principal blame, upon one party, that party will revolt firom oar 
deciaon. We will therefore censure one on this point, and the other on 
that ; and divide the blame between them. This will be accepted by 
both sides. And when we attribute as much as we can to a difference of 
opinion, and praise them both as far as facts will admit, and express our- 
selves in guarded and persuasive language, we shall bring them togeth- 
er." — The result is framed ; harmony, it may be, is restored : but, very 
possibly, palpable offences remain unreproved, and are tolerated in the 
church ; while some important pillar of gospel order may have received 
a staggering blow, from those who could not consent to wound the feel- 
ings of the guilty. — ^Excuse remarks which are suggested by the case 
before me ; I do not apply them to that case in all their force. 

This subject, my dear Sir, i^ Aow before you, and I will trouble you 
no farther. Permit me, however, to insist, that there is a general want 
of light in our churches on the nature of fellowship ; the proper subjects 
and mode of discipline ; the province of councils ; the obligations and 
rights of churches and their members. The churches of New England 
will not be built up permanently on their most holy faith, unless they shall 
see whence they have fallen, and' return to that direct course which was 
pursued by our pious and honored ancestors. 

I am yonr$ (Szrc. 
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